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NOTES ON THE CODE OF RAMMURABI. 

By Robert Francis Harper, 

The University of Chicago. 

It is my purpose in these notes to give and to discuss the most 
important of the variant readings and translations of the com¬ 
mentators on the Code. In this list are included (1) those who 
have given a transliteration as a basis for their translation— 
Schell, 1 Winckler, 2 Mtlller, 3 and R. F. Harper; 4 (2) those who 
have given translations only—Johns 5 and Peiser; 5 and (3) those 
who have given philological notes in pamphlets and journals. My 
purpose has also been to make the article as impersonal as pos¬ 
sible (referring to my own translation as HCH) and to avoid all 
polemics, which may be a welcome contrast to many articles pub¬ 
lished on the Continent. 

1 Mimoire8 publics sous la direction de M. J. de Morgan. Tome IV: Textes Elamites - 
stmitiques. Deuxi&me S6rie. Accompagn6e de 20 planches hors texte. Paris, 1902. 

2 D/e Gesetze gammurabis in Umschrift und Vberaetzung. Dazu Einleitung, WOrter-, 
Eigennamen-Verzeichnis, die sog. Sumerischen Familiengesetze und die Gesetztafel Brit. 
Mus. 82-7-14, 988. Shortly after the appearance of Scheil’s translation, Winckler issued a 
German translation of the Code under the title, Die Gesetze ffammurabis K&nigs von Babylon 
um 2250 v. Chr.: Das dlteste Gesetzbuch der Welt , being No. 4 of Der alte Orient , IV. This 
has passed through three editions. My references are to the first-named book, which is the 
latest, appearing in 1904. 

3 Die Gesetze IJammurabts und ihr Verkdltnis zur mosaischen Gesetzgebung sowie zu 
den xii Tafeln. Text in Umschrift, deutsche und hebrftische t)bersetzung, Erl&uterung 
und vergleichende Analyse. 

* The Code of Hammurabi , King of Babylon about 2250 B. C. Autographed Text, Trans¬ 
literation, Translation, Glossary, Index of Subjects, Lists of Proper Names, Signs, Numerals, 
Corrections and Erasures, with Map, Frontispiece, and Photograph of Text. The University 
of Chicago Press, 1904. 

5 The Oldest Code of Laws in the World: The Code of Laws Promulgated by Hammurabi, 
King of Babylon , B. C. 2285-2242. Edinburgh, 1903. Cf. also Johns’ translations in Hastings’ 
Bible Dictionary and in his Babylonian and Assyrian Laws , Contracts and Letters. The 
references in these notes are to the last-named, which appeared in 1904. 

«Hammurahi’s Gesetz. Band I: Vberaetzung , Juristische Wiedergabe , Erlduterung. 
Leipzig, 1904. 
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1,1, ilum §Irum(I) = Anu. Scheil reads ill, the Canaanitic 
form (Winckler), cf. 1,45. 1, 8, read kalftma instead of mft- 

tim; so Scheil and Winckler. 1, 9, mftr + rGstim, I have taken 
as a compound: Scheil, fils ain£; Winckler, Herrschersohn; 
Peiser, Erstling; Pinches, Eldest; Boscawen, first-born; Johns, 
BALCL, 390, first-born . 1, 11, read ilu b6lu-ut (II) with 

HCH , and cf, now Ungnad, ZA , XVIII, 8, 2), Winckler, and 
Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 209. Scheil reads ilu bal kit-tu, 
divin mnitre du Droit ; so also Peiser, dem gdttlichen Herm des 
Rechts; Boscawen, the divine lord of righteousness; Johns, 
BALCL , 390, the lord god of right, 1, 12, kissat: Peiser 
makes kissat the object of isimUsum instead of ilu b6lllt of 
1. 10 with which it stands in the construct relation and translates 
Knechtschaft. 1,30, for AU and 01 = ’, cf. Ungnad, ZA, 
XVII, 58. 1, 31, NI.NI: cf. Daiches, Altbabylonische Rechts- 

urkunden , 35, 36. 1, 44, read nu-wu-ri-im ; cf Ungnad, ZA, 

XVII, 356, 357, where he suggosts as the root “VD instead of “VD. 
1, 30-50, Boscawen’s translation of this section violates several 
rules of grammar and lexicon. 1,48, tu-ub-bi-im = tubbim. 
1, 54, Winckler reads mu-kam-me-ir instead of mu-gam- 
me-ir, and translates welcher aufhduft Reichtum und Vberfluss. 
This reading is to be preferred. Cf. also 2, 44 and Ungnad, 
ZA , XVIII, 47. 1, 56, tu-ub-di-im: cf. Zimmem, ZDMO , 

LVIII, 952, where he argues for a stem tab&du rather than 
dabftdu (III). 

2, 1, sulub, Scheil translates, sanctuaire; Winckler and 
Peiser, Kult. % 20, bftbil, bjj = bni, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 
357. 2,22, sar is in st. const, with ta-si-im-tim. 2,23, DA. 

LUM = dannum, so also Scheil, Winckler, Ungnad, Schorr 
(WZKM, XVIII, 209). Peiser reads Samas da-num = 
dai&num, l§ama$, des Richters , a reading which cannot be 
accepted. 2, 25, read instead of alu (Scheil) with HCH; so 
also Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 361, 2), Winckler, and Schorr, WZKM, 
XVIII, 209. 2, 62, E.TE.ME.GUD(?), so Ungnad, ZA, 

XVIII, 24. 2, 63-65, Delitzsch translates: der da befestigt die 

erhabenen Satzungen der Nanna, cf. Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 
210; cf. HCH, Glossary. 2, 68, bit kisal: Scheil, boulevard; 
Peiser, Bollwerk; Winckler, Grab. 2, 70, cf Mtlller’s identifica¬ 

tion of kasftdu with Hebrew -eb, and Peiser’s note, OLZ, 
VII, 171. 
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Notes on the Code of JJammubabi 3 

3 , 8, read ka-ad-ru-um and cf. Delitzsch, OLZ, 1904, 93, 
where he translates, stolz. 3 , 11, Scheil, Winckler, Schorr 
( WZKM, XVIII, 210) derive mu-ri-is from to rejoice; 
Peiser and HCH from ^"9 = erGsu, to plant, to cultivate. 3 , 
17=mu-di bisit uzn-im, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 10. 3,25- 
29: Scheil, sceptre et tiare dont il Va investi , objet de Vaffection 
de MAMA; Peiser, der Herr, berechtigt zu Scepter und Krone 
den sie vollenden lassen den Wunsch Mama's; Winckler, welchen 
erschuf die weise Ma-Ma. Zimat is in apposition with bftlum 
and in the construct relation with b a tti m and agftm. HCH 
translates, whom the wise god MA-MA has clothed with com¬ 
plete potcer. Schorr (WZKM, XVIII, 210) accepts Winckler’s 
translation for lack of something better. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 
11, says: “Eine t)bersetzung zu geben, wage ich noch nicht” 
and “eristum ilu Mama ist mir noch unklar.” Cf. Hunger, 
Becherwahrsagung, 26. 3 , 38, sa-i-im: Winckler, welcher 

schuf; cf Peiser’s note in which he suggests kaufte, a meaning 
which I do not think suits the context. 3 , 67, UD.NUN.KI = 
Adab (IV). 3, 70, sar + alim, a compound plural, cf. also 

Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 11. 

4 , 1, su, used as a relative pronoun, cf. 4 , 9, 29; cf. Winckler, 
GH, 6, who regards it as a scribal error for sa. 4 , 10, na-ga- 
ab ur-si-im; Scheil translates tons les rbfractaires, nagab 
being a constr. of nagbu, Gesammtheit. Ursim is very doubt¬ 
ful. Scheil guesses at the meaning and suggests the root of 
urs&nu, or bursim, montagne; Peiser translates alle Feinde; 
Winckler, Schlupfwinkel der Banditen; HCH, bandit caves(?); 
cf. Winckler for ursu, GH, 6, 11). Scheil’s translation may be 
accepted for lack of a better. 4 , 11, cf. Daiches, Altbabylonische 
Rechtsurkunden , 86, 1). 4 , 16, in is a scribal error for im, cf. 

HCH. 4,21, DA.ER = d&rtlm ; so also Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 
359, 2. 4 , 23, literally, the first in rank of city kings. 4 , 26, 

UD.KIB.NUN.NA is a scribal error for UD.KIB.NUN.KI, 
so Winckler also. 4,27, Scheil reads ni-tum, so also Peiser; 
Winckler, li(ni, §al)-tum; HCH, sal-tum; cf. Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, where he suggests that litum may equal ina lit, in 
der Kraft. 4 , 42, kir-bu-um: Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 11, 12, 
suggests that -um is an adverbial ending and hence kirbum = 
ina kirib. 4,53, mu-se-bi ki-na-tim: Peiser’s translation, 
der schuf Familien, cannot be entertained; cf. Schorr, WZKM, 
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XVIII, 211. 4 , 54, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 12; Peiser, der fret 
maehte Clans; Winckler, der das Oesetz leitet. 4 , 59, mu-se- 
ib-bi na-bi-bi, Scheil translates, qui a fait luire la splen- 
rfewr(?); Peiser, der wegfiihren liess . . » . , taking musebbi 
as a III, 1 of nabtl. Winckler does not attempt a translation. 
The translation in HCH is only provisional. Cf King, HL, 175: 
Ua-am-mu-ra-bi sar-ru-um kar-ra-du-um da-an-nu-um 
sa-ki-is ai-bi a-bu-ub tu-ku-ma-tim za-bi-in mftt za- 
i-ri mu-bi-il-li tu-uk-ma-tim mu-se-ib-bi za-ab-ma-sa- 
tim mu-ba-ab-bi-it mu-uk-tab-li ki-ma sa-lam ti-ti-im. 
King translates, he putteth an end to insurrection , taking mu- 
se-ib-bi as a II, 1, of sebft. 4 , 62, u-su-bi-u me-e ilu Nanft: 
Scheil translated correctly, a glorify les noms de Ninni . Peiser 
suggests the reading sib-e and translates, der gldnzen Hess 
den Zeugen der Ninni. I cannot accept either reading or 
translation. 

5, 4, 5, cf. Daiches, Altbabylonische Rechtsurkunden, 85, 1). 
5, 19, cf. for u-wa-e-ra-an-ni, Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 357. 5, 

21, i-na pi ma-tim, cf. for this important passage Lyon’s 
treatment in JAOS , XXV, 269-271, where he gives the correct 
interpretation. Scheil and Peiser read ka-ma-tim, dans la 
contrte and ringsum( ?). Neither reading nor translation can be 
accepted. With Lyon it is to be read, “I established law and 
justice in the language of the land,” i. e. in the vernacular. 
Lyon’s argument for this interpretation is most interesting and 
convincing. 

§1,5,26-32. For summa, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 362,363, 
who would translate it is decreed and regard the following clauses 
as principal rather than subordinate. For the enclitic ma with the 
verb and u between clauses in CH, cf. MGH, 246 sqq., 252 sqq., 
where a view is presented which must receive the special atten¬ 
tion of students. 7 The meaning of this section turns upon the 
words ubbir and nfirtum. I am still inclined to retain the 
translation given in HCH. Ab&ru is used in the sense to accuse, 
to make complaint against , to bring charges against , cf § 131, 
sutn-ma as-sa-at a-wi-lim mu-za u-ub-bi-ir-si-ma, if a 
man accuse his wife. Scheil translates by a U6 ( par un char me); 
Winckler, bezichtigen; Peiser, verfluchen; Mtlller, anklagen. 
Nfirtum has the meanings, destruction, death, murder, capital 

TCf. also Zitnmem, ZDMO , LVIII. 955 
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crime , cf. Delitzsch, HWB , 439. Scheil translates by anathbme; 
Mtlller, Tdtung {(lurch Zauberei ) connecting it with the Arabic 
nahara {cf. Peiser, OLZ , VII, 171), cf. also Schorr, WZKM , 
XVIII, 212; Peiser, Zauberprobe; Winckler, Bezichtigung , 
reading bftrtam from abftru instead of nftrtam; Johns, deaf A 
apeZZ (?); Pinches, spell; Boscawen, ban. Fossey’s translation 
in JA , 1904, 275, agrees with HCH: Si tin homme , aprds avoir 
accuse un homme et Vavoir charge d'un meurtre , we Ze convainc 
pas , Vaccusateur sera tu6. Cf. also KOnig in TLB, XXV, No. 
36, 425, 426, in his review of HCH , and especially Delitzsch, 
DLZ, XXV, 3029, 3030: Wenn jemand jemanden in Verdacht 
bringt {bezw. anschwdrtz) und ihn eines Mordes bezichtigt und 
es nicht beweist, so soli der , der i’Aw in Verdacht gebracht hat, 
getdtet werden. Iddak is IV, 2, Ae sAaZZ 6e pw< to death , cor¬ 
responding to lYjyp. 

§2, 5, 33-56. Ki-is-bi (34, 51) and ki-is-bu (38) are 
plurals. I would, nevertheless, retain the translation sorcery 
rather than sorceries. In 1. 54 we have the I, 1 pret. of saltl 
and in 1. 41 the I, 1. pres. In 1. 49, Winokler explains the form 
istalmam as a I, 2 = istalwft from the same root. Other com¬ 
mentators regard it as a I, 2 from sal ft mu, to be safe, unharmed< 
The meaning of the section is about the same in either case. I 
would retain the translation of HCH. 

§§ 3, 4, 5, 57—6, 5. These sections belong together and deal 
with the corrupt witness (1) in suit involving life, §3, and (2) 
in suit involving property, § 4; cf. Lyon’s admirable analysis of 
the Code, JAOS , XXV, 248 sqq. In HCH , I have translated 
§3 y If a man come forth , take a stand , for testimony of lies or 
threats , i. e. bear false or threatening witness, 8 and § 4, If a man 
bear testimony of grain or money, i. e. bear witness for grain or 
money as a bribe. It is, perhaps, better to translate the sibflt 
sarrfttim and sibflt se’im u kaspim, witness concerning 
rather than of: §3, “If a man, in a case (pending judgment) 
bear witness concerning crime, and do not establish the testimony 
that he has given, if that case be a case involving life, that man 
shall be put to death; § 4, If he bear witness concerning grain or 
money, he shall himself bear the penalty imposed in that case*” 
So Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 14, and earlier, Joh. Jeremias, MH, 48, 
and Kohler in Peiser’s HO. Sarftru in the Code seems to have 

* I understand the translations of Mailer, Winckler, and Schorr ( WZKM) in this war* 
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the meaning to attempt fraud, 8 , 1, 22; hence $arr&tim, fraud , 
crime and §arrfltum, outlaws, criminals, 18 , 27, 30. 

§5, 6, 6-30, the corrupt judge (Lyon). Winckler translates 
the I, 2 of enfl ist ungUltig, erweist sich als unrecht geleitet, 
sich als fehlerhaft erweist. I prefer to regard both I, 1 and I, 2 
as transitive and interchangeable as is frequently the case, and to 
retain the translation in HCH . This verb means to change, 
to alter , to cancel; cf in-ni, 15 , 6; e-ne-im, 6, 16; i-te-ni, 
6, 13. So also Scheil, Johns, Peiser, Mtlller, Pinches, Ungnad 
( ZA , XVIII, 30). A-du XII-su = twelvefold, so also Johns, 
Pinches, Boscawen; cf Scheil, douze fois; Mtlller, Winckler, 
Schorr ( WZKM, XXV, 213), Zwdlffach; Peiser translates adu, 
sammt , i. e. “dieser Richter .... soil das Klageobject, welches 
in jenem Prozess vorliegt, sammt dem ZwOlffachen zahlen.” In 
1. 30, us-fa-ab is a scribal error for us-sa-ab; so all the com¬ 
mentators with the exception of Peiser, who says: “ustab, 
gesichert durch ustamma, Col. VIII a 80, ist wohl durch 
Umstellung aus einer vorauszusetzenden Form utsab ftlr 
itusab entstanden,”—a view which cannot be entertained. 

6 , 32, ilim, god — temple, church; Gkallim, 33, palace = 
government , state . We may then translate: If a man steal the 
property of Church or State, that man shall be put to death. 

§8, 6, 58, Zimmern remarks ( ZDMG, LVIII, 956): “Z. 58 

handelt es sich wahrscheinlich nicht um den Diebstahl eines 
‘Schweines’ (SAJJ) sondern eines (Esels)ftlllens (SUL).” 
MAS.EN.KAK, 8 , 65, to be read muskfenum with Zimmern, 
according to CT, XII, 16, 42; cf J. Jeremias, MH, 8, 2). For 
the state of society in the Code, cf. HCH , XII. Scheil translates 
un noble and comments: “Est toujours employ^ par opposition k 
awllum, le citoyen libre, et h ardu [wardumj. l’esclave; ne 
peut done designer que des princes ou patriciens.” Mtlller, OH, 
81,1), remarks: “Ieh vermute, dass das Wort ‘Armenstift* 
bedeutet. Es scheint eine Offentliche Versorgungsanwalt gewesen 
zu sein, die ihre Grtlter, Pfrtlnden und Sklaven hatte und unter 
besonderer Verwaltung stand. Das Stift, als solches, hatte eine 
privilegierte Stellung, die Stiftler 9 aber, die auch kurzweg mus- 
kSnu hiessen, wurden zwischen Freigeborenen und Sklaven 

®Cf., however, J. Jeremias in a review of Mailer’s 0amraurabi, WZKM , XVIII, 109: 
“Die Obersetzung von MA&.EN.KAK (muSkflnu) mit, ‘Armenstiftler ’ ist kaum richtig: 
wahrscheinlicher bezeichnet muSkduu den Heimatlosen, den NichtstaatangehOrigen, der 
durch deu kOhlglichen Diehst gewiSse Vorrechte zuerteilt bekam.” 
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klassificiert.” Peiser, HG , 11, 2), translates Ministeriale , and 
comments: “Letzterer (MAS.fN.KAK) ist ein Beamter, der 
keine Familie hinter sich hat, im Gegensatz zum ami In, dem 
Mitglied einer Familie.” Winckler translates Freigelassene with 
the note: “Das bedeutet den Stand, der im Gegensatz zu den 
Vollfreien (amftlu) sich als ‘Freigelassene’ oder ‘Ministerialen’ 
bezeichnen lasst. Er besteht im wesentlichen wohl aus der 
(fllteren) unterworfenen BevOlkerung und aus freigelassenen 
Sklaven.” Littmann in ZA , XVII, 262-65, suggests the mean¬ 
ing leprous for muskGnum = but this meaning 

does not suit the Code. Prince, AJTL , VIII, 608, remarks: 
“Harper has shown that Hammurabi’s muskGnu was a class of 
poor freeman.” Lyon, JAOS , XXV, 254, renders freedman. 
Johns has changed from poor man to plebeian , and the latter is 
a very good term. Pinches translates poor man , and Boscawen, 
common man. J. Jeremias suggests Ausldnder, OLZ , VII, 141. 
McCurdy, BW, XXV, 469, in a review of HCH rejects Minis¬ 
teriale (attaches of the court). Francois Martin, Melanges 
Assyriologiques , VIII, 3, 4, discusses this term at great length, 
quoting the letter (Harper 340) where we read mftrG Bftbili 
mus-ki-e-nu-te and giving “un homme k demi libre” as the 
original signification (i. e., EN.KAK = b6l b&nfl and MAS 
in the sense of “moiti6”). He adds: “ Je crois que le musklnu 
est le membre d’une caste k peu pr6s k 6gale distance de celle des 
homines libres ou citoyens et de celle des esclaves, et qui repond 
probablement k ‘l’homme lige’ de la f6odalit6, ou plut6t au ‘serf.’ 
II a plus d’obligations et moins de droits que l’homme libre, mais 
plus de liberty que l’esclave.” (V.) I know of no better term 
than poor freeman. MuskGnum is a Shaphel formation from 
kftnu ("fcO). 

§9,7,1, sa mi-im-mu-su bal-ku, literally = something 
of whose has been lost, haiku being a permansive. It is often 
impossible to bring out such a distinction in the English idiom, 
unless one is content with a word for word translation which is 
frequently unintelligible. Again the English idiom often calls 
for a singular where we have a plural in the Babylonian (VI), cf. 
above, §2, kisbu and kisbi, where it is better to translate 
sorcery rather than sorceries. —On the enclitic mi in direct dis¬ 
course, 11. 9, 10, 15, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 56. The plural of 
nouns in -u, Nominative, and in -i, Genitive-Accusative, was first 
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recognized in print by Zimmern in Hunger’s Becherwahrsagung 
bei den Bdbyloniern, cf. ZDMG, LVIII, 954, 1), where Zimmern 
grants that Ungnad in ZA, XVIII, 1 sqq ., reached the same con¬ 
clusions independently. Ungnad would identify the Plural end¬ 
ings -u and -i with the Arabic -Una and -ina, regarding the na 
of the Arabic as having nothing to do with the idea of plurality, 
but rather as a demonstrative element. In 7, 14, 25, and 33, we 
have two plural nouns, si-bi mu-di, the second being in appo¬ 
sition with the first, witnesses ivho know = witnesses to identify. 
In 7,46, Ungnad reads kasap is-ku-lu, ZA, XVIII, 59, 60. 

§11, 8, 1, for $a-ar, permansive, cf. above under §§ 3, 4. 
Scheil translates: il est de mauvaise foi; Mtlller, er ist ein 
Bdswilliger , so also Winckler; Peiser, er ist ein LUgner; Ungnad, 
er gilt als Verbrecher . 8, 2, all the commentators agree on the 

meaning of this difficult passage. Winckler, however, would read 
id-di instead of id-ki on account of 5, 29, 33 sqq . Id-ki 
seems to me preferable and necessary. 

§ 13, 8, 15, If the witnesses of that man be not at hand , kir- 
bu being a permansive, 10 the judges, da-a-a-nu (plur.) 11 shall 
declare a postponement (adanam = time-limit, hence postpone¬ 
ment ). 

§14, 8,27, $ifiram: Scheil en bas dge; Mtlller , minderjdhri- 
gen; Peiser, kleinen; Winckler, unerwachsenen; HCH , who is a 
minor . 

§15, 8, 35, us-te-zi: Scheil, a fait sortir; Mtlller, hinaus- 
filhrt; Peiser, filhrt; Winckler, hinausbringt; HCH, aid to 
escape, 12 literally, cause to go forth. 

§18,8,64,65, wa-ar-ka-zu ip-pa-ar-ra-as (IV, 1), lit. 
his past shall be examined into, i. e ., they shall inquire into his 
antecedents; cf § 142, 23, 63-65: If a woman hate her husband, 
and say: “Thou shalt not have me,” warkftza ina babtisa 
ipparras, her past shall be examined for her loss, defect, i. e., 
they shall inquire into her antecedents for her defects. Scheil 
translates: son arri&re-pensSe sera p6n£tr6e; Johns, one shall 
inquire into his past; Mtlller paraphrases: Nachdem er unter- 
sucht und ausgeforscht wird; Peiser, das, was nachher mit ihm 
zu geschehen hat, wird entschieden; Winckler, seine Angelegen- 

10 Cf, also Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 367. 

11 Cf. now Schorr, in his rather polemical critique of Peiser’s translation of the Code, 
WZKM , LVIII, 214, 215. 

12 Of. now Lyon’s analysis, JAOS, XXV, 255, g 15, “Inducing a slave to run away." 
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heit (wie es sich mit ihm verh&lt) soil geprilft werden —a good 
translation. § 18 may be translated: If that slave will not name 
his owner, he shall bring him to the palace (government house, 
record office) and they shall inquire into his past (antecedents, 
record) and then they shall return him to his owner. 

§20, 9, 11, 12, ni-is i-lim i-za-kar (17,29, 37, 41), that 
man shall so declare in the name of god. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 
21, would regard the Accusative nis ilim as the object of 
izakar = “das Wesen eines Gottes anrufen, nennen.” 

§21, 9 , 21, i-ba-al-la-lu-su, Scheil translates enterrera; 
Mtlller, verscharren; Peiser, eingraben; Winckler, einscharren; 
Johns, bury{ ?). The exact meaning of the word here and in 35 , 
51 is doubtful. I still prefer some such meaning as to throw into, 
thrust into, cast into; cf. also the IV, 2 form it-ta-ab-la-lu, 
15 , 70, where one may translate have thrust themselves through, 
have croicded their way through. 

§22, 9,23, bu-ub-tam ib-bu-ut: Scheil translates le 
brigandage a exercS; Johns, has carried on brigandage; Mailer, 
er Raub begangen hat; Peiser, Raub ausfilhrt; Winckler, Wenn 
jemand Raub begeht; HCH , to practice brigandage, to commit 
highway robbery, so Lyon also, JAOS, XXV, 255. 

§23, 9, 36, ubftr, II, 1, from bftru, to declare, to itemize = 
to make an itemized statement of his loss; cf. now Schorr, 
WZKM, XVIII, 226, “Das Wort wird wohl mit dem hebr. 

Deut. 1,5 u. a.; ‘deutlich, klar machen’ identisch sein, das aueh 
nur im Piel vorkommt.” 

§25,9,57, nu-ma-at: Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 215, pro¬ 
poses to derive this word from D*IK, with the prefix m and the 
fern, ending, nfimtu = ma-fim-tu = na-fim-tu = nu-fim-tu, 
constr. nfimat, and compares it with the Hebrew Cf. 

Delitzsch’s remarks in DLZ, XXV n 3030, where he translates, 
BesitzstUck. In 9, 62, read il-te-ki for il-te-di, so Scheil 
and all the commentators. Cf, however, Peiser’s note, HG, 16, 1). 

§26,9,66, BARA(MIR).US = rid sftbG: Delitzsch, BA, 
IV, 85, einer der Leute (Unterthanen) treibt, Arbeiteraufseher; 
Johns, AJSL, XIX, 171, ganger (on his civil side), or field- 
comet (on his military side) ; Scheil, officier; Mailer, Feldwebel; 
Peiser, Soldat( ?) ; Winckler, Krieger; Daiches, AltbahyUmische 
Rechtsurkunden, 48, Truppenfiihrer, cf also ZA, XVIII, 202 
sqq.; and Meissner, ZA, XVIII, 393, 394, where he translates 
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Bu. 91-5-9, 545 ( BT, VIII, 32) ; HCH, officer— an indefinite 
term. 9,67, SU.3A = b&’irum, cf. Delitzsch, 5-4, IV, 85, 
and HWB; Scheil, sbire; Mailer, Jdger (H&scher) ; Peiser, 
Fischer; Winckler, Schleuderer; Johns , constable ( AJSL , XIX, 
171,172); so also HCH. 10 , 3, AWEL.KU.MAL = agrum or 
agarrum, so also Ungnad, ZA , XVIII, 22. With Meissner, 
BA, II, 579, Delitzsch, BA, IV, 85, and Johns, I have taken 
ittarad as transitive and pub-su as its object, and dispatch 
him in his stead. Scheil, Peiser, Mailer, and Winckler translate 
pubsu as subject. 10 , 10, munaggir is IV, 1 from ag&ru; 
Winckler regards it as a form from nag&ru, and translates 
Ankldger( ?). 

§27, 10 , 15, ina dan-na-at sar-ri-im tu-ur-ru, Scheil 
translates: Si ... . dans les forteresses du roi est retournA; 
Johns, who is diverted to the fortresses of the king; Peiser, der 
in kOniglichen Aufgebot ist, fortgefzihrt ist; Mailer, der in einer 
Festung des KOnigs zurilckgehalten wird; Winckler, der im 
Ungliick des KOnigs ( Niederlage) gefangen worden ist . Winck¬ 
ler’s translation has much in its favor. 

§30, 10 , 54, 55, i-na pa-ni il-ki-im id-di-ma, Johns 
translates: has left alone from the beginning of his business; 
Mttller, nachdem er die Verwaltung ( Bewirtschaftung ) einge- 
stellt hat; Peiser, ivegen der Lasten vonsich gethan hat; Winckler, 
wegen der Lehnlast aufgibt; HCH, from the beginning of (or, 
account of) (his) business negleet his field; cf Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 28, “er hat in der Front (d. i. vor; hebr. "'jSb) seiner 
Lehnspflicht geworfen ( scil . absu, ‘seine Seite’)” = er hat sie 
vernachldssigt. 

§32, 11 , 21, sa pa-da-ri-im = wherewith to ransom, i. e., 
sufficient ransom. 11 , 34, we have here the only example of an 
overhanging -i, and I am inclined to accept Ungnad’s explana¬ 
tion that it is a scribal error, ri for ar, under the influence of the 
form pa-da-ri-su in 11. 26 and 33; cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 364. 

§33, 11 , 39, is PA.PA (vid. also 48, 51, 62) to be read 
pa-bat? or with Ungnad PA.0AT = pab&tum, cf. ZA, 
XVIII, 16? 11 , 40, NU.TUR (also 49, 52, 63) =3 labutta, cf. 

HWB, 373, and Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 217, where he trans¬ 
lates, Vorsteher, Prdfekt. 11 , 41, $&b ni-is-ba-tim ir-ta-si 
is one of the most difficult expressions in the Code and the critics 
of the editions of the Code have given it, along with many other 
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difficult passages, little attention. Scheil translates: des dimeurs 
a poss6d6; Johns, has taken to himself the men of levy; Mtlller, 
eine Ausstossung aus dem Heere vollzieht; Peiser, bei Soldaten 
Befveiling zuldsst; Winckler, einem Krieger Dienstentziehung 
zuldsst; cf Johns, AJSL, XIX, 172. 

§34, 11, 58, i-na di-nim a-na dan-nim is-ta-ra-al^, 
Scheil translates: en justice devant un puissant a traduit, with 
the remark that dannim may be for daianim ; Johns, has 
stolen in a judgment by high-handedness; Mtlller, in einem Pro- 
zesse [als Bestechung(?)] einem Mdchtigen schenkt; Peiser, 
durch einen Prozess einem Mdchtigen ausliefert; Winckler, im 
Prozesse einem Mdchtigen verrdt (?); HCH , present (betray) 
an officer in a judgment (suit) to a man of influence. John’s 
translation is quite different from all the others, since he takes 
istarak from sarftku, to steal , instead of from sarA^u, to 
present. The I, 2 form of sarA^u, t° steal , is found in 8 , 28, 
38 , 18 = istarik. Cf also Winckler’s remark, 18 OH , 18. 

§35, 12, 3, 4, ina kaspi-su i-te-el-li = he shall forfeit 
his money. 

§36, 12, 7, na-si bi-il-tim: in the historical texts it 
always has the meaning tributary, so also Johns in the Code; 
Mtlller and Winckler translate zinspflichtig; Scheil, collecteur 
<Vimpots; HCH, tax-gatherer. It could very well have the 
meaning of one who is in arrear with his taxes. Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 53, would regard i- in 12, 9, as a scribal error for in. 

§39,12,32, sa i-sa-am-mu-ma i-ra-as-su-u = which he 
has purchased and (hence) possesses; cf. now Schorr, WZKM, 
XVIII, 217. In 1. 37, cf. e-bi-il-ti with i-il-ti, 12, 29. 

§ 40. This is one of the most unsatisfactory sections in the 
Code, and most of the translations are radically different. Scheil 
translates: Pour (la garantie) d y un negotiant ou une obligation 
6trang&re, etc.; Johns, a votary , merchant, or foreign sojourner; 
Mtlller, Eine Frau{ ?), ein Kaufhei'r und ein anderer Lehens- 
man; Peiser, Wenn ein Geldman oder ein fremder Losteilhaber; 
Winckler, Aber an einen Gesclidftsmann oder einen andern 
Lehenstrdger; HCH , A woman, merchant or other property- 
holder. 12,39, SAL + DlS: I have read provisionally assa- 
tum, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 15, 16, and Schorr, WZKM, 
XVIII, 217, who are unable to offer any solution; cf. also Meissner, 

13 “1st id tar a If von SarA^u ‘stehlen’ abzuleiten, etwa im Sinne von ‘Indie HAnde 
spielt, ihn durch Unrecht preisgibt ’ 7 ” 
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ZDMO , LVIII, 249, and Daiches, Altbabylonische Rechtsur- 
kunden, 22, 1). 12 , 40, ilkum abftm = other business and 

then other person in business, other property-holder; ass a turn, 
tamkarum and ilkum abtim are coordinate subjects of inad¬ 
din, cf. also Ungnad, ZA , XVIII, 16. Peiser would read ilku 
(so also Mailer) and regard it a participle from pbn. Cf. j. 
Jeremias MH , 10, 2), where he makes ilqu = isqu, der Mdch- 
tige. For KU = kum, c/. also Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 354. Lyon, 
JAOS , XXV, 256, gives as the subject of this section: “Classes 
of holders who may sell.” 

§ 41. There are two translations of this section, based upon 
different derivations of ubib and nipl&tim: Scheil translates, 
Si .... a enclos et les piquets a foumi , .... metis les piquets 
qui lui out 6t6 fournis il compensera; Mtlller, Wenn .... 
umzdunt [ und ] auch ( dnzu ) die Latten liefert .... auch 
nimrnt er die Latten , die ihm geliefert warden, in Besitz, cf. also 
Winckler, who hesitatingly translates in the same way. HCH, 
following Johns and Delitzsch, translates, If a man have bar¬ 
gained for .... and given sureties .... and he shall take 
to himself the sureties which were given to him. So also Peiser, 
and cf. Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 218; on the other hand, 
Mtlller, OH, 95, 3), rejects this reading. U-bi-ib is II, 1 from 
p&bu (ffiS), to exchange, to barter for, and ni-ip-la-tim is 
plural of nipiltum from ap&lu. Scheil, Winckler and Mtlller 
would derive ubib from a stem ab&bu, umzdunen and would 
make niplu synonymous with zikpu, following Meissner. 

§44, 13 , 12, ma-a-a-ri is translated by Peiser, das von 
selbst Erwachsene(?), cf. HO, 21, 1). Cf. also Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 22, who regards this passage as very uncertain. LI. 32, 
33, cf. Ungnad’s provisional reading, ZA, XVIII, 22, 3). 

§45, §46, cf. Mailer, OH, 96, 2) with whose translation and 
interpretation HCH agrees. See also Lyon’s comments and 
translations, JAOS, XXV, 275, 276, where he translates intab&r, 
io be in agreement with, to have an agreement concerning. In 
13 , 43, 44 and 14 , 5, 6, translate with Peiser, die Hochflut fort - 
nimmt; so also Zimmern, ZDMO, LVIII, 956. 13 , 49, 50, on 

mi-is-la-ni and sa-lu-us, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 2, 2). 
13 , 56, a-na ap-si-te-im, cf. Peiser, HO, 22, 2), absitu = 
absittu from absGnu, who translates gemdss dem Wachstum^i)', 
.Scheil, proportionnellement( ?); Mailer, nach Anteil (Abmach- 
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Mnj(f)); so also Winckler and HCH. Lyon, JAOS, XXV, 276, 
follows Peiser, or Schorr. Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 218, would 
regard it as plural of epistu (notwithstanding the a) in the 
sense, Ertrag (des Feldes) and would compare the Hebrew 
TVLTO. Ungnad, in ZA , XVIII, 5, 2), declares it “etymolo- 
gisch unklar.” 

§47 is one of the most difficult in the Code. I see no reason 
to depart from the translation in HCH , except to change “would’’ 
to “must” and “has been” to “will be” in 13, 66, 67. 13, 61, 

ma-na-ba-ti-su il-lu-u has been interpreted in many ways. 
Scheil translates & sa ferme il n'est pas aIU; Johns, he did not 
set up his dwelling; Mailer, weil sein Wohnhaus nocht nicht 
aufgefilhrt war; Peiser, iveil er sein Auskommen{ ?) nicht erreicht 
hat; Winckler, weil er seinen Unterhalt nicht gewonnen (?) hat; 
HCH , because he has not gained a maintenance. Man&btu is 
from n&bu, cf. HWB, 4536 and not from an&bu, c/. Schorr, 
WZKM , XVIII, 220. Again I would regard il-lu-u as a 
scribal error for the frequently occurring il-fcu-u; cf. on the 
other hand, Scheil, Mailer, Peiser, Winckler, Ungnad ( ZA , 
XVIII, 9, 2), Schorr ( WZKM , XVIII, 220). Again I cannot 
accept Schorr’s treatment of ik-ta-bi = ik-ta-pi, from a stem, 
KgSp, sich zuriickhalten, sich weigern. It is to be taken as I, 2 
from kiba. The word u-up-pa-as is difficult. Provisionally I 
would make it a form of uppas, to take possession of to inter¬ 
fere. Cf, however, Peiser’s nachgeben{?) and Schorr, WZKM, 
XVIII, 219; cf. also Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 51, who leaves this 
passage in doubt. I have accepted Mailer’s division of the sen¬ 
tence at 1. 66 and with him have taken ir-ri-su-ma as a verb 
(so now Schorr). Scheil, Johns, Peiser, Winckler, and Ungnad 
( ZA , XVIII, 51), regard irrisu as a noun, and make it the 
object of the preceding verb. Cf. Peiser, OLZ , VII, 162, sqq. 
One may translate: If the tenant order the cultivation of the 
field, i. e., give the cultivation of the field into the charge of 
another—because in the first year he has not gained a mainte¬ 
nance^—the owner of the field shall not interfere. He (the tenant) 
must cultivate it, and his (the owner’s) field will be cultivated, 
and at the time of harvest he shall take grain according to his 
contracts. Lyon is in doubt about the meaning of this section; 
cf. his analysis of the Code, JAOS, XXV, 256, where he gives 
“subletting ( ?)” as the subject of this section. 
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§48, 14 , 5, 6, cf. above, 13 , 43, 44. Peiser incorrectly makes 
se’am .... u-ul u-ta-ar dependent upon snmma, which is 
impossible grammatically and logically; cf\ Schorr, WZKM , 
XVIII, 221. 14 , 14, uraddab is a II, 1 from rat&bu, to moisten, 
erase, cancel. 

§49, the commentators are almost in agreement in their trans¬ 
lations of this section. 14 , 24-27, cf. for the use of the impera¬ 
tives as the direct object of i^blsum, Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 365. 

§53, 15 , 14, cf. Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 361, for the restoration 
of this line. Line 15, literally, and let the water overflow the 
farm-land, a double accusative. 

§55, 15 , 35, 36, cf. above 15 , 15, and 15 , 42 below. 

§58, cf. Delitzsch’s translation, BA , IV, 82, (so also Scheil 
and Johns): and the whole flock has passed through the gate. 
Ka-an-nu ga-mar-tim is the difficult phrase. The former word 
is common in the Letter Literature and has some such meaning as 
vicinity, environs. Peiser, HO, 25, translates Schlupfloch (?). 
The translations of Mailer, HCH , and Winckler agree in the 
main. The reviewers offer no help. 

§64, 16 , 61, ana rukabim, cf. J. Jeremias, MH , 20 = 
pfropfen; so also Mailer; Scheil, h exploiter; Peiser , zur Pflege(?); 
Winckler, zur Bearbeitung; HCH, to manage; Johns, to farm. 
Cf. Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 222, 223 on Peiser’s note on sittln, 
HO, 27, 4). 16 , 66 , Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 2, 2) would regard 

si-it-ti-in as an Accus. of the Dual. 

§65, 16 , 73, bi-il-tam um-ta-di, Mailer translates der 
Ertrag zurilckgeht; better, he diminish the produce. 

§100, 17 , 1 , si-ba-a-at, literally interests. 17 , 4, 5 have 
been mistranslated by all the commentators. Scheil, le jour oil 
ils feront les comptes; Mailer, seinerzeit, so bald sie abrechnen; 
Peiser, am Tag, wo sie berechnen; Winckler, am Tage, wo sie 
abrechnen. Translate: They shall reckon its days and he shall 
make returns to his merchant (HCH), cf now Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 25. 

. §101, 17 , 12, us-ta-sa-na = to double, cf J. Jeremias, MH, 
5, Mailer, Peiser, and Winckler. Scheil, il Sgalera en quantity. 

§102, 17 , 17, a-na ta-ad-mi-ik-tim, Scheil, h titre gracieux; 
Johns, as a favor (so also HCH), but cf. BALCL, where he 
translates as a speculation ; Mailer, aus Oefdlligkeit ( ohne Z insen) ; 
Peiser, zurfreien Verfilgung; Winckler, zu Unternehmungen. 
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§104, cf. Delitzsch, BA , IV, 83. 

§105, 17 , 52, Winckler transliterates kaspu; Mailer and 
HCH , kaspi (gen. constr.); better kasap, cf. Ungnad. 

§106, 17 , 61-63, are not dependent upon summa as Peiser 
reads; cf. also Schorr, WZKM, , XVIII, 224. 17 , 66 , Peiser 

, translates samt dem Dreifachen instead of three-fold. 

§107, 18 , 9, 10, translate, “and the merchant, because he has 
had a dispute with his agent.” Cf Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 225, 
on Peiser’s translation. 

§108, 18 , 15, Winckler transliterates SAL.GES.TIN.NA 
= amelit karani. 18 , 20, KI.LAM = mabari (Mailer) and 
mabir (Winckler). 

§109, 18,31, transliterate with HCH , la is-§a-ab-tam-ma 
with SAL.GES.TIN. NA as the subject. So also Peiser and 
Winckler. Mailer’s transliteration (is-^a-ab-tu-ma, following 
Scheil), and translation are incorrect. 

§ 110, 18, 37. In HCH , List of Signs, No. 101, I listed this 
line as MAL.GE.A. Cf under No. 121, the second form of E, 
and a passage, 5 , 45, where it occurs = b!-zu. Cf. also 31,45, 
where the same form of E occurs as in 5 , 45. Hence we are to 
to read in 31, 45, E.GE.A. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 368, reads 
MAL.GE.A in 18, 37 and 31, 45. I am now inclined to regard 
the MAL of 18,37 as a scribal error for E = E.GE. A.=kallfttum. 
Mailer and Winckler translate Frauenhaus; Peiser, Harem (?). 

§111, 18 , 47, a-na di-ib-tim, Scheil translates contre la 
soif and Johns for thirst, but cf. BALCL where he translates in 
the time of thirst; Mttller, auf Borg; Peiser, filr die Not( ?) ; 
Winckler, filr Notfall{ ?); HCH , on credit. Peiser’s derivation 
from ad&bu cannot be accepted. Cf. Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 
225, who would read ki-ip-tim from Tfp and translate Borg. 
For the present I would connect the word with 2lO and translate 
it as in HCH. 

§ 112, 18 , 62, read id-[di]-in, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 373,1) 
and Winckler GH, 32. 

§113, 19 , 16, u-ka-an-nu-su is not dependent upon summa 
as Peiser translates. 

§118, 19 , 68-73: cf. Schorr’s remarks, WZKM, XVIII, 225, 
on Peiser’s translation. Cf Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 377, for the 
Present in 1. 72. 

§120, 20 , 8 , ina ga-ri-tim, Scheil, dans le compartment , 
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comparing PPfip; Johns, granary; Mtlller, auf den Boden(t); 
Peiser, Kriegsfall; Winckler, Oetreidehaufen{ ?). Cf. HCH , 161: 
garitum = garit turn = gar in turn. 20)20, read il-ku-u instead 
of il-lu-u, but cf. Ungnad, ZA , XVIII, 9, 2), where he reads 
il-lu-u and claims that il-ku-u does not suit the context. 

§121, 20 , 29, Mtlller reads the ideogram ID as idu, and cf. 
Ungnad, ZA. 

§123, 20 , 48, a-sar id-di-nu = where he has given, i. e. y 
at the place of deposit. 

§126, 21,11, read mi-im-[mu]-su instead of mi-im-[me 14 ]- 
su; so Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 225. 21,19 ubftr is II, 1 

from bftru “'fcO. 21, 14, utebbir is II, 2 from ebGru, to 
exaggerate. Can it be a II, 2 of abftru after the analogy of 
ebGru ? Cf. for this section, Jeremias, MH, 5. 

§127, 21 , 26, Ungnad reads NIN. AN = entum, ZA , XVIII, 
33. 21 , 32, cf. Winckler’s remarks on nadtl, which I do not think 
are to the point; cf. Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 226. 21 , 41, as- 

sa-at, cf. for the Permansive use of the noun, Ungnad, ZA y 
XVII, 370. 

§129, 21 , 51-53, cf. HCH; Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 376; and 
Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 226-227. 

§130, 21 , 60, cf. Mailer’s identification of kabftlu with 
Hebrew 1E2D, “vergewaltigen,” and Peiser’s note thereon in 
OLZ , VII, 171. 21 , 61. zdnum, cf. Prince, AJT, XVIII, 605, 
8 )r “The word zftnu is euphemistically translated ‘bosom’ by 
HCH. It was probably a legal term for j^udendnm feminae 

§§133, 133A, 22 , 7-26. The treatment of this section in 
HCH is quite different from that of any commentator, and 
hence I give it in full: 7 sum- ma a-wi-lum 8 is -sa-li-il- 
ma 9 i-na biti-su 10 sa a-ka-lim 11 i-ba-as-si 12 
[as-sa]-zu 13 i-na bi]-za b [wa-az-za-a]t 14 [pa-gar-s]a 
15 [i-na-$a-a]r 16 [a-na bitim [sa-ni-]im 17 [u-ul i-ir] 
-ru-ub (§133A) 18 s[um-ma] 15 zinnistum si-i 19 [pa]- 

gar-sa 20 la is-sur-ma 21 a-na bltlm sa-ni-im 22 i-te- 
ru-ub 23 zinnistam su-a-ti 24 u-ka-an-nu-si-ma 25 
a-na me-e 26 i-na-ad-du-u-si. Translate: If a man be cap¬ 
tured, and there be maintenance in his house and his wife go out 
of her house, she shall protect her body and she shall not enter 

i* Cf however, Zimmern in Jeremias’ MH , 5. 

is The remaining wedges and the context call for the restoration of Summa rather 
than a§§um; cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 361. With this line begins a new section, §133 A. 
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into another house . § 133A, If that woman do not protect her 

body and enter into another house, they shall call that woman to 
account and they shall throw her into the water. Cf. Scheil, 
Mailer, Peiser, and Winckler, who have not attempted a complete 
restoration, and who have been led astray by the restoration of 
assum instead of summa in 22, 18. The reviewers have not 
attempted any solution of this broken and difficult passage. § 134 
follows logically on §§ 133 and 133 A. 

§135, 22,42 a-na pa-ni-su: Scheil, devant lui; Johns, 
before her; Mtlller, zu seiner Lebenzeit; Peiser, deshalb(?); 
Winckler, um deswillen( ?) ; HCH , before him = openly. Cf\ 
Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 227, on Peiser’s translation of warki 
in 22 , 54. 22 , 52, for b&-wi-ri-sa, cf Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 358. 

§137, 22 , 74, sugetim; cf. Mailer’s identification of this 
word with Hebrew bjflO , and Peiser’s note thereon in OLZ, VII, 
171. 22 , 82, they (one) shall return to her . 

§141, 23 , 35, wasbat; the relatve u is not appended to the 
3 f. sg. of the Permansive. Cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 361. 23 , 
45 and 53; e-$i-ib-sa is to be taken with Schorr (WZKM, 
XVIII, 227) and Zimmem ( ZDMO , LVIII, 955) as an infin. 
with the 3 f. suffix. 23 , 33-42, Ungnad has failed to grasp the 
meaning of this section, cf ZA , XVII, 374, 375, and XVIII, 
25. 23 , 48,1 have accepted Mailer’s reading connecting ba-ra- 
an-sa with what follows. Scheil, il la laissera (alter) son 
chemin; Johns, she shall go her way; Winckler, so soli er sie 
ihres Weges entlassen; Peiser, als ihren Anteil ; 1# Ungnad, er 
soli sie ihren Weg (gehen) lassen . 

§ 142, 23 , 60, Peiser’s translation, Wenn icider eine Frau ihr 
Mann siindigt , cannot be accepted, zinnistum being the sub¬ 
ject. Cf. HCH, If a woman hate her husband. Again in 23 , 
61, tabbazanni is 2 f. = thou shalt not have me; cf. Schorr, 
WZKM, XVIII, 228, on Peiser’s translation of these lines. 23 , 
70, on SAG = za, cf. also Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 368, 2). 23 , 71, 
cf also Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 39. 

§146, 24 , 56, abbuttam = bondage rather than Fesseln 
(Peiser). 

§148, 24 , 68 and75, read la-’a-bu-um, fever, instead of la- 
ab-bu-um as all the commentators transliterate, and cf. 3K 2 b. 
I cannot accept Mailer’s reading and derivation, OH, 265, where 

••“5a*ra-an-Sa; so, wenn nicht als ‘wohin sie will 1 mit dem vorhergehendeo zu 
verbinden.” 
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he compares labbu with the Hebrew flSTO, Abzehrung. Cf. 
Peiser’s note in OLZ, VII, 171. 24 , 80, us-sa-am-ma. Cf. 

Peiser’s note, HG, 43* 2) “us-ta-am-ma ftir ustabma,” which 
is based on a wrong reading of the originaltext. 

§150, 25 , 24, a-bi-im should be translated brother rather 
than Fremder with Peiser. 

§151, 25 , 41, b§l + bubullis.u is a plural of the compound 
b6l + bubullim, cf. Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 362; cf also 25 , 50, 
b6l + bnbullisa. 

§152,25, 56-58, a debt comes upon them, i. e., they contract 
a debt, cf HCH. 

§155, 26 , 1, -si is a scribal error for -su. 

§158,26, 27, ra-bi-ti-su = chief wife. It may, however, 
be read [mu]-ra-bi-ti-su, vid. §§192, 193, with Scheil, and 
cf. Winckler, GH , 45, 6). 26, 28, .waldat. is the only example 

in the Code of a permansive used as an. active, cf Ungnad, ZA, 
XVII, 369. 26,31, bit a-ba; Winckler following Zimmern 

suggests that this may be a dual form to be distinguished from 
bit a-bi and he would translate Elternhaus. Cf Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 16, where he reads E. A. BA = bit abim in this and 
the numerous other passages where it is found. . 

§160, 26 , 54. a-na-ad-di-ik-kum: for the value k*um, cf 
Hunger, Becherwahrsagung, 7, 2) following Jensen, KB , III, 1, 
111-113; HCH , XIV; Ungnad, ZA, XV II, 354, 3), where he 
regards the m as “ein pausaler Zusatz;” also ZA, XVIII,*52, 53, 
where Ungnad discusses this rn at some length. 

§161, 26,75-77, HCH makes assftzu the object and ibirsu 
the subject of ibbaz; so also Scheil, Johns, Peiser, Winckler. 
Mtlller takes the opposite view. 

§164, 27 , 31, a-ta-sa is a scribal error for a-bi-sa. 

§ 165, 27 , 35, sa i-in-su mab-ru (perm.) = favorite; cf. 
also Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 367. 27 , 42, ab-hu is the plural of 

abu, cf. also Daiches, Altbabylonische. Bechtsurkunden, 41, 1). 

§168, 28 , 13, 15, da-a-a-ni and da-a-a-nu are plurals; cf., 
on (he other hand, Peiser. 28 , 16, wa-ar-ka-zu = past, record, 
antecedents. I cannot accept Peiser’s explanation “das, was 
nachher mit ihm zu geschehen- hat.” 

§169, 28 , 30, 31, a-na is-ti-is-su pa-ni-su ub-ba-lu, 
they shall condone his first (offense), HCH. 28 , 33, a-di: 
Ungnad reads a-na, ZA, XVIII, 38, 2). 
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§171, 28 , 75, is-ta-ak-ka-an, should be read is-sa-ak- 
ka-an, cf. the text in HCH . The ta in the transliteration is an 
oversight, as text and translation will show. Cf. also Schorr’s 
remarks on Peiser’s translation of this passage, WZKM , XVIII, 
230. 

; § 172, with J. Jeremias, I have divided this section into two 
parts; cf. also Oettli 17 and Winckler. Peiser rejects the division. 
Cf. Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 230, on 29, - 20-23; literally: the 
judges shall inquire into her antecedents, place the blame on the 
children. Cf. also Ungnad, Z-4, XVIII, 22. The translation in 
HCH is to be preferred as English. 

§ 177, 30 , 22, Peiser explains NU.MU.SU as equal to lft- 
musu = la + mut + su with isu understood. 

§178, 30 , 62, zinnistum zi-ik-ru-um, cf. Prince, AJT ', 
VIII, 604, 6) where he translates woman of a vow; Ungnad, 
ZA, XVIII, 17; cf. also Delitzsch, DLZ, XXV, 3031; “Mir 
scheint das Wort und seine Schreibung sehr willkommen zu sein 
fttr die richtige Lesung des far die ‘Frauen’ eines KOnigs sich 
findende Wort zikreti.” On 30 , 74, 75, ma-la li-ib-bi-sa 
(la)u-sa-am-zi-si = to grant her full discretion , cf. HCH. 
30 , 84 and 91, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 22, 3) where he explains 
them as a Sumerian writing, SE.BA NI.BA u SIG.BA = 
se’sa samnasa u sipftza. . 

§180, 31 , 45, Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 368, reads MAL.GE.A 
instead of E.GE.A = kallatum. 31 , 48, read .is-[ru-]uk- 
si-im. 

§ 181, 81 , 62, NU.PAR: Peiser translates Jungfrau; Winck¬ 
ler with Zimmern reads NU.MAS = l£kat, angenommenes 
Kind; Scheil suggests la pi tit i; cf. Daiches, Altbabylonische 
Urkunden , 65, 1). Meissner, OLZ, VIII, 306, reads NU.BAR 
= zftr-masitu. 

. §183, 82 , 2-14, cf., Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 230, and 
Delitzsch, DLZ , XXV, 3031, on Peiser’s translation of this sec¬ 
tion. Cf. also. Winckler’s interpretation of marti-su su-ge-tim 
his daughter who is a concubine , i . e., a daughter who belongs to 
the same rank as her mother; so HCH , and with, this explanation 
one may translate to his daughter by a concubine. 

§185, 32 , 33, i-na jne-e-su = in his name. For Peiser’s 
reading, see above, p. 4. 

• ^ Da§ Gcsetz Hammurabis und die Thora Israels, p. 41. 
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§ 186 is one of the most difficult and unsatisfactory of the Laws. 
Cf. Scheil, Johns: and when he took him his father and mother 
rebelled . Cf. now Lehmann, Beitrdge zur alten Geschichte, IV, 
32-41: 18 “Wenn ein Mann ein unmttndiges [Kind] in Adoption 
genommen hat [und] als (zur Zeit da) er es adoptierte, dessen 
Vater und Mutter vergewaltigt: dieses Adoptivkind kehrt in 
das Haus seines Vaters zurtlck.” Mtiller, HCH, and Winckler 
agree in the main in their translations. Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 
232, offers a new translation: er seinen Vater und seine Mutter 
findet , taking i-bi-a-a^ from b&tu, I, to see, to find, rather 
than b&t u > II, to overcome, to force . Cf also Johns, BALCL , 
the child discover his own parents. Peiser gives a new transla¬ 
tion in OLZ, VII, 235: “Wenn ein Mann einen Unmtlndigen zur 
Sohnschaft angenommen hat, sobald der von ihm Angenommene 
seinen Vater oder seine Mutter wahlt, mag dieser Aufgezogene 
zum Hause seines Vaters zurtlckkehren.” Mtiller accepts 
Lehmann’s translation, and I am inclined to do so. Translate: 
“If a man take a young child as a son, and, when he takes him, he 
uses undue influence upon his father and mother, that adopted 
son shall return to the house of his father.” Lyon gives in his 
analysis the subject of this section as “Incorrigible (?) Child,” 
following Mtiller, HCH , and Winckler. 

§187, 32 , 50, on NER.SE.GA, cf Prince, AJT , VIII, 604, 
= manzaz pftni; literally “a front place,” then applied to a high 
official as here. Prince would read the “ideogram GIR.SE.GA, 
i. e., ‘one who places or gives the foot’ (GIR, ‘foot’ + SEGA 
= nadftnu, ‘give, place’), hence a ‘retainer.’” The form mu- 
za-az for man-za-az is noteworthy. 

§191, 32 , 85, read with Delitzsch and Zimmern, re-ku-zu 
instead of tal-ku-zu. Cf Delitzsch, DLZ, 1904, 3030 and 
Zimmern, ZDMG , LVIII, 956. Cf Hunger, Becherwahrsagung, 
65, 66. Cf also Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 25, which is to be corrected 
with HCH. Re-ku-zu = r&kfltsu from p"' - ) to be empty. 
Translate: “that son shall not go away empty.” 32 , 89, Ungnad 
would read IGI.III.GAL = inam salustam, ZA, XVIII, 27. 

§194, 33 , 33 , ir-ta-kas, cf Delitzsch, DLZ, XXV, 3031, 
where he says: “Mir scheint ftlr das Verbum rakftsu, I, 2, sowohl 
etymologisch als durch den Context dieser Stelle die Bedeutung 
‘anlegen’ so gut wie gesichert. 

i* I quote from Mtiller, WZKM^ XVIII, 124. 
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§202, 33, 76, Mtiller identifies lfttu with the Hebrew Tib, 
cheeky OH, 156, 1). Johns, BALCL , translates privates. 33 , 80, 
read kinaz instead of gen. kinazi. 

§218, on zimmum kabtum and nagabtum, cf. Pinches, 
Transactions of the Victoria Institute , XXXV, 243 sq., where 
he translates the former severe operation and argues for tjie 
meaning cataract for the latter. 

34 , 11, am-fia-zu; cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 362, where he 
regards zu as not containing the personal suffix su. 

§221, 35 , 3, Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 18, regards se-ir ba-nam 
as one word but without further explanation. They may be taken 
as a compound, in which case sftr would serve as a determinative. 

§226, 36 , 38-40, ab-bu-ti warad la se-e-im: Peiser 
translates, die Marke des Knechtes , das sie nicht gesehen werden 
kann, schneidet; Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 233, Schneidet .... 
die Marke eines unverkduflichen Sklaven ah (damit er ander- 
weitig verkauft werden kann). Cf. HCH; and Daiches, Alt- 
babylonische Rechtsurkunden, 98, 3), “ein Mai prftgte er ein.” 

§232, I cannot accept Schorr’s reading and interpretation, 
WZKM, XVIII, 235. 

§234, 36 , 6, ip-bi from pibh, literally to pitch, then to build, 
to construct. 

§235, 36 , 17, the translations of Johns, Mailer, and HCH 
take izzabar from sapftru, to send, to commission; those of Peiser 
and Winckler from sabftru, to break, to suffer damage. 36 , 21, 
inakar is from nakftru, to tear apart for the purpose of recon¬ 
struction. Winckler is inclined to follow Scheil who translates 
changer a from nakftru. 

§237, 36 , 48, sa li-ib-bi-sa = its cargo. 

§238, 36 , 59, us-te-li-a-as-si = to refloat. 

§240. In this section we have (1) the elippum sa mabir- 
tim and (2) the elippum sa mukkelbitim, which have been 
variously translated by the commentators. Scheil translates (1) 
un bateau tin marche and (2) un bac de passeur; Johns, (1) a 
ship going forward and (2) a ship at anchor; Mailer, (1) Schiff 
imLaufe and (2) Schiff vor Anker; Peiser, (1) das stromabwdrts 
fdhrt and (2) ein aufwdrts geschlepptes Schiff; HCH, (1) boat 
underway and (2) ferryboat; Winckler, (1) ein stromabgehendes 
Schiff and (2) ein stromaufgehendes; Oettli, (1). Frachtschiff 
and (2) Fahrschiff; Ungnad, (1) Spediteurschiff ~ Transport- 
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schiff and (2) Fdhrmannsschiff= F&hre, cf. ZA , XVIII, 43, where 
Ungnad argues that sa mabirtim and sa mukkelbitim 
define a class (of people). They might equally well define a class 
of boats. Delitzsch, HWB, 586, discusses mukkelbitum under 
fctebp and translates Fdhrschiff. 36, 72, Scheil has omitted 
elippum after sa and connected su with te-bi-a-at. Winckler 
has inadvertently followed Scheil. Cf. HCH , and Ungnad, ZA, 
XVII, 368, 5). 

§241, 36, 82, a-na ni-bu-tim, security for debt. 

§§ 242, 243 belong together. In 36, 87, the original text has 
GUD.ID.UR.RA for GUD.DA.UR.RA = alap sak&ki 
(Winckler); HCH = draught ox. 86 , 89, cf HCH, C, 1 for the 
scribal error and XC, No. 109, for the reading of the third sign. 

§247, 37, 24, read ub-tab-[bi]-it for uh-tab-da. 

§ 248, 87, 32, read s6r pasutti-su = the flesh of his nose-ring, 
or some such sort of instrument for keeping the ox tied or hobbled. 
Cf for s6r rather than elit (?), as read by all the other com¬ 
mentators, HCH, Sign-List, No. 81. 

§250, 37, 44, alpum zu-ga-am, Scheil, un boeuf furieux; 
Johns, a wild bull in his charge; Mtlller, bei seinen Laufe auf 
der Strasse; Peiser, wildgewordener Ochse; HCH, a bull, when 
passing through the street; Winckler, ein Ochse beim gehen auf 
der Strasse. Cf. Schorr’s remarks on Peiser’s translation in 
WZKM, XVIII, 235, and Delitzsch, HWB, 492, a. 

§251, 37, 53, 54, I am indebted to Ungnad for the restoration 
of this line, cf. ZA, XVII, 369. 

§253, 37, 73, al-da-a-am, reading and meaning uncertain. 
37, 74, read [i-]ki-ip from klpu. 37, 75, for ip-ki-SU = 
ip-ki-zum, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 354. 

§254, 37, 85, u-te-en-ni-is, literally to weaken, hence to 
weaken by overwork, to overwork. 37, 86, ta-a-na = quantity . 
Cf. Arnolt, AJSL. 

§ 256, 37, 97, bi-ba-zu = pibat + su must be taken as the 
object of apftlam rather than the subject of ill as Winckler 
would make it; cf. his translation, “Wenn seine Gemeinde (Gau) 
nicht fflr ihn einzutreten (zu zahlen) verrnag;” cf. also Schorr’s 
remarks on Winckler’s reading, WZKM, XVIII, 235, and 
Johns. 

§257,38, 1, read APIN = errisum instead of AKiSU, 
with Zimmern, ZDMO, LVIII, 956. Cf. my translation, HCH . 
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§261, 88, 22, NA.6AD = nakidum; bo also Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 16. 

§ 264, 38, 49. The text is very uncertain. Peiser’s reading 
may be accepted for lack of a better, viz.: ga-am-ra-tim. On 
ID. su, c/. Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 367, 1) where he would read ID 
= idum, since id-su would go over into i-zu in .the Code. 

§273, 39, 16, da is to be taken as a scribal error for id, it, 
and the form ta-ak-ti-it is a aJbuS’ from katfl, cf. Ungnad, 

ZA, XVIII, 18, and Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 236. 

§274, Zimmern would restore as follows: 39, 29, [BU]R. 
GUL = burgullu, Steinmeiz; 39,31, [Z] ADIM = sasinu, 
Juwelier; 39,33, [S]I = nappabu, Schmied. 

§381, 89, 91, translate, shall declare the money which he paid 
(for them), HCH, and not with Peiser, “/ttr Geld hat er gekduft ,” 
sagen; cf. also Delitzsch’s translations of §§280, 281 in his 
review of Peiser in DLZ, XXV, 3030. 

The Prologue and Epilogue are not translated by Mttller in 
his edition of the Code. They were also omitted by Johns in 
his edition. He has, however, translated them in BALCL. 
Johns has admitted that his first translation of the Code was too 
literal. In my opinion, his translation in BALCL is far too 
free. In the Prologue and Epilogue, there are signs of haste 
and carelessness in his translation which are not characteristic of 
this careful scholar. In the few notes which I shall offer on the 
Epilogue, I shall pay little attention to the translations which 
are not accompanied by transliterations. 

40, 12-14, Johns does not connect these lines correctly. 40, 
18, for the suffix sinftsi, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 31. 40, 21, 
read [nu-r]a-am with Winckler instead of [u]-si-am, and cf 
HCH, 98, 1). So also Peiser. 40, 26, Winckler reads igigal- 
lffti; cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 360, who reads bisit uznim. 
40, 38, Peiser’s mu-gal-li-tu( ?) is to be read mu-gal-li-tam. 
40, 44^48, for the correct reading, cf. HCH, Winckler, Ungnad, 
ZA, XVII, 366, 369, and XVIII, 1), Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 
236, where he criticises Peiser’s incorrect reading. Cf. also 
Johns, BALCL, where he incorrectly translates: whose club is 
straight; of evil and good in my city I was the director. 40, 
53-56, Winckler translates: in meinem Schutz habe ich sie ihre 
Tdtigkeit in Frieden ausilben lassen. 40, 63-66, Johns miscon¬ 
strues this section. 40, 69, cf. Winckler’s isdu-su, HCH, and 
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Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 361, 368, 369. 40, 74-78, cf. Lyon’s 
admirable treatment of this passage, JAOS , XXV, 266-268, 
where he brings out the meaning more clearly than HCH, 
although my interpretation was the same as his. 40, 79, 80, c/. 
HCH and Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 366. Cf also Johns, BALCL , 
where he translates: The King that is gentle, King of the city, 
exalted am I. 40, 92, c/. HCH , which accepted the reading of 
Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 372, 373. Cf Johns’ translation, BALCL. 

40, 93—41, 2, cf. Lyon’s discussion in JAOS, XXV, 277, 278, 
in which he draws rather a fine distinction between to remember 
and to mention. 

41, 9, NA.RU.I, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 17, 1) where he 
argues against a phonetic reading of these signs. 41, 11, cf. 
Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 237. 41, 18, 19, cf. HCH, and Schorr, 
WZKM, XVIII, 237, where he criticises Peiser’s rendering. 

41, 20-40, cf. Lyon, JAOS, XXV, 268, 269, where he gives the 
correct construction of this section. 41, 39, da( ?)-ni-tam, cf. 
HCH, whose reading cannot be defended; Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 
18, and 56, 1); Winckler, “da-ni-tam ‘laut’(?), von dannu, 
also ein Wort dannitu ‘laute Stimme’ anzunehmen?”; Schorr, 
WZKM, XVIII, 237, where he cites Delitzsch (in a lecture) as 
combining da-ni-tam with the Aramaic TW ; Lyon, JAOS, 
XXV, 269, would understand it as equivalent to dannis 
mightily, or, icith a loud voice. Peiser and Johns mistranslate 
with Scheil and HCH. 41, 49, cf. Ungnad, ZA, XVIII, 9; 
Lyon, JAOS, XXV, 277; Johns, BALCL, whose translation is 
at fault. 41, 59, 60, cf. Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 237, where he 
reads a-na wa-ar-ki-a-at H-mi; cf., however, Scheil, Winck¬ 
ler, Peiser, HCH, and Ungnad (ZA, XVIII, 38), who read 
a-na wa-ar-ki sa-at ft-mi. 41, 73, u-zu-ra-ti-ia —my 
statues, my reliefs, cf. HCH; Winckler, Denkmal; cf. Schorr, 
WZKM, XVIII, 238, Qesetz. 41, 79, Peiser’s suggestion to read 
li-zun instead of li-gul cannot be accepted. Cf also Schorr, 
WZKM, XVIII, 238. 41, 98, 99, Lyon’s translation of kin&- 
tim sarftku, to communicate laws, is very acceptable. 41, 
103-42, 1, is still in doubt. Cf. Peiser, nicht bios, um nicht 
leeres zu nehmen, (sondem) um den Demiltigen zur Ehre zu 
bringen; Winckler, den Hohen zu emiedrigen (?), den Stolzen 
zu demiltigen, den Hochmuth auszutreiben; Johns, above and 
below I am the whirlwind that scours the deep and the height. 
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HCH, Schorr ( WZKM, XVIII, 238), Ungnad (ZA, XVIII, 18) 
do not attempt translations. 

42, 8, us-te-pi-el, III, II, 2, from b6lu = p6lu; cf 
Schorr’s remark, WZKM , XVIII, 238, 2), which, as usual, is 
inclined to be dogmatic; cf also Ungnad, ZA. XVII, 356, 2, 
who suggests a stem bw. 42, 25, ir-ri-it, c/. Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 9, 2). 42, 44, cf. HCH , and Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 367. 

42, 66, for the Present, cf Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 374. 42, 59-63, 
a most difficult passage, cf HCH; Winckler, eine Emp&rung, 
die seine Hand nicht bdndigt, den Wind (?) seines Unterganges 
gegen seine Wohnstdtte lasse er wehen; Peiser, mdge mit einer 
Revolution, sodass seine Hand nicht die Fillle seines Verderbens 
bezwingen kann, ihn aus seiner Wohnung verjagen; Johns, cause 
for him an endless revolt , an impulse to fly from his home; cf 
also Ungnad, ZA , XVIII, 18,19 and 44. 42, 100, i-la-ka, cf 
Ungnad, ZA , XVII, 374, 1). 

43, 5, 6, Johns translates incorrectly, curse him with forget¬ 
fulness. 43, 19, be-lum tu-kul-ti, cf HCH , Ungnad, ZA, 
XVIII, 19, and Schorr, WZKM , XVIII, 238, who accepts the 
treatment of HCH and Ungnad and criticises Peiser’s rendering. 

43, 27, read siram lim-nam with HCH , as over against 
puruss&m with Scheil and Winckler. 43, 39, 40, Schorr reads 
with HCH and Winckler against Peiser, cf WZKM , XVIII, 239. 

44, 10, 11, translate may she water the earth with their blood. 
HCH translates too freely; cf. Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 239. 

44, 17, Winckler transliterates balftt sa ri-ma-am and trans¬ 

lates ein Leben des Erbarmens; Peiser, §ab-da ri-ma-am, 
besiegt ( ihm ), [ Schoii\ung nicht gewdhren; cf. HCH. 44, 31, 
Winckler transliterates ki-ma i-il-tim and translates wie mit 
einer starken Fessel aus Rohr (bast) soli er seine Untertanen 
binden ; cf. HCH. 44, 37, Johns, BALCL , translates bi-ni-a- 
ti-su with fevers. 44, 47, Winckler connects kir-bi-.it with 
kirbitu, Flur, Gefeld. 44,.66, cf Schorr’s criticism of Peiser’s 
translation, WZKM, XVIII, 239. 44, 84, 85, Peiser, Flilche, 

die haften; HCH, powerful curse —read the plural; so also 
Winckler; cf Schorr, WZKM, XVIII, 239, who does not 
attempt a translation. 

I. In the transliteration I have used the mimmation with the ideo¬ 
grams following the forms which have a syllabic spelling. None of the 
other commentators have followed this method. Cf. HCH, XIII; 
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Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 355: “Ein weiterer Nachteil der .... Transcrip¬ 
tion ist die VernachlAssigung der Syntax bei Umschreibung von Ideo- 
grammen : wenn sich aus phonetischen Schreibungen bestimmte Regeln 
ftir den vokalischen Auslaut ergeben, so sind diese bei den Ideogrammen 
anzuwenden;” Zimmern, ZDMG , LXVIII, 955: “Nur hfttte bei den 
Ideogrammen nicht nur die Kasusendung, sondern auch die Mimation 
konsequent durchgefiihrt werden miissen.” 

II. Ud ( HCH , List of Signs, No. 148) has the values ud, ut, tarn 
in the Code, but never the value tu or turn ; cf. HCH , XIV; Hunger, 
BW (= Becherwahrsagung bei den Babyloniem , 7; Ungnad, ZA, XVII, 
354; Zimmern, ZDMG , LXVIII, 954. 

III. Tu and te are always expressed by tu and te in the Code; fa 
on the other hand is always distinguished from ta, while ti is sometimes 
written ti, di and sometimes ti: cf. HCH , Glossary; Ungnad, ZA, 
XVII, 354. 

IV. Identified by Dr. E. J. Banks, Field-Director of the Expedition 
of the Oriental Exploration Fund (Babylonian Section) of the University 
of Chicago, as Bismya, cf. Report No. 21, May 20,1904: “I am finding 
upon the tablets from this and other parts of Bismya the name of the 
city UD.NUN.KI, but in nothing that I have here can I find the pro¬ 
nunciation of this combination. That it is the name of the city there is 
no doubt,” and Report No. 23, June 11: “You probably have long 
known the pronunciation of UD.NUN.KI. In the Briinnow which 
has just arrived I notice that it may be pronounced ‘Adab/ and I am 
wondering if the name Adappa can be the same. I have no means of 
determining it here. It is certain that Bismya is not Isin; it may be 
Adappa.” For a description of UD.NUN.KI^Adab = Bismya, cf. 
the Reports of the Oriental Exploration Fund of the University of 
Chicago, and the following cuts which are taken from Reports Nos. 14 



and 24. For the statue of Da-udu, found at Bismya, and the inscription 
of three lines on its right upper arm, cf. Dr. Banks’ Report No. 24 and 
the cut below. 

For a list of the honorable gentlemen who were Vice-Presidents of 
this Fund and of the well-known scholars who formed its Advisory 
Council, cf. Report No. 1. For two editorials in which the Jewish editor 
of OLZ insults American scholars, American clergymen (“would be 
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Reverends”), and American missionaries; and in which he shows an 
ignorance of facts and no conception of the amenities existing between 
gentlemen and scholars, cf. Orientalistische Litteratur-Zeitung , VI, Nos. 
6 and 9—a journal of unconventionalities, whose cover should be changed 
from green to yellow. 

V. “ Society in the time of Hammurabi consisted legally of the fol¬ 
lowing classes: 1) the awllum, 2) the muskGnum, and 3) the 



The Camp of The Expedition of the Oriental Exploration Fund at Bismya. 

wardum-amtum, and their rights and privileges were clearly defined. 
The first, awllum, included the house-holders, property owners, the 
wealthy and upper classes. Awllum has been translated by man or 
person. In a few places, it is almost necessary to translate gentleman, 
as over against freeman [or plebeian]. The second, muskgnum, has 
been variously translated, pauper, poorman, serf, retainer, etc. The 
etymology of the word goes to show that the muskfinum was poor. 
He could, however, hold property and slaves. He was free. He held a 
position half way between the awllum, upper-class man, and the 
wardum-amtum, slave. I have used the word freeman. The third 
class, wardum-amtum, consisted of male and female slaves;” cf. 
now Johns, BALCL, 74, 75. 

VI. Cf. HCH, XIII: “ The Translation which is placed opposite the 
Transliteration is rather literal. In most cases, the Babylonian idiom 
has been retained in the English, e. g., to take a wife, to set one’s face, to 
cast one’s eyes upon, etc. In other cases, I have not hesitated to change 
the form of expression for the sake of clearness. An effort was made to 
avoid technical language.” My criticism of all the translations would 
be that they are all too literal, too stilted, too impossible to read with 
any ease and pleasure. Many of the critics confine their attention to 
comparatively unimportant criticism, e. g., the plural, and insist upon 
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the literal reproduction whether it is idiomatic English, French or Ger¬ 
man. The time has come when we should have translations of the Baby¬ 
lonian and Assyrian inscriptions in idiomatic English, French, and Ger¬ 
man. 

VII. “Dieses -wi findet sich nur am Ende von VerbalsAtzen und 
scheint ein pausaler Zusatz zu sein, der irgendwie mit der Betonung 
zusammenhangen dtirfte. Leider ist es mir unmOglich, eine bestimmte 
Regel fur den Gebrauch des -m festzustellen; fast scheint es, als ob 
man in den oben erwflhnten Fallen ganz nach Belieben setzen oder fort- 
lassen konnte.” 



Inscription on the arm of the 
statne of Da-udu. 
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THE BISMYA TEMPLE. 


By Edoab Jakes Banks, 

The University of Chicago. 

The long, low, extensive group of mounds at Bismya is 
divided into two unequal parts by a valley, the bed of which is 
little higher than the surrounding desert. Toward its eastern 
end the valley divides itself, sending branches about a small, 
square, pyramidical hill, and, again uniting, disappears in the 
desert. It marks the bed of the ancient canal, probably the 
Shatt en-Nil, and the square mound, eleven meters in height and 
about ninety meters in the circumference of its base, as its shape 
suggested before excavations in it were opened, conceals the ruin 
of the staged ziggurat. The temple at Bismya was situated upon 
an island in the canal. The level surface of the summit of the 
mound has been employed as a modern cemetery; among its 
graves, and upon the windward or eastern side, changeable sand 
drifts have accumulated. The sides of the hill sloped in its 
steepest places at an angle of forty degrees; the comers, as usual, 
are turned to the cardinal points. 

The excavations at Bismya began at the temple, and were con¬ 
tinued most of the time for five consecutive months, with at least 
part of the workmen, or with a force varying from sixty to one 
hundred and twenty. The summit and sides of the hill were 
cleared of the drifting sand; the great trenches at the base of the 
ziggurat were dug out; the platforms of the various temples, the 
chambers whose walls could still be traced, and other construc¬ 
tions were emptied of the rubbish which had accumulated in 
them; tunnels were dug from the three sides of the ziggurat to 
its center, and five shafts were sunk to the level of the desert, or 
to the virgin sand which showed no traces of occupation. One 
of the shafts, twelve meters in depth, was dug from the center of 
the ziggurat, another from its southeast side, and three followed 
the vertical drains of the temple inclosure. 

On account of the unfortunate robbery of the engineer by 
Arabs, the notes of the survey of the temple were lost. Approxi¬ 
mate dimensions only can be given until the survey of Mr. Per¬ 
sons, the present engineer, is at hand. 

29 
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The summit of the hill was identical with the base of the zig- 
gurat of Dungi, king of Ur, 3750 B. C., as about forty bricks 
inscribed with his name evidenced. A casing of burned bricks, 
about one meter in width, inclosed the tower, while its interior was 
of dirt; or, if it were libbin or unbaked clay bricks, as the interior 
of the ziggurat at Mugheir, it had so disintegrated as to be indis¬ 
tinguishable from clay. The bricks of the casing were square, 
measuring 31x31x6.5 centimeters, and of a light-yellow color. 
The inscribed bricks averaged about one to twenty of the 
uninscribed, and were laid, inscription downward, at intervals of 
no regular order. The cement employed was well-mixed clay— 
not the bitumen of the structures beneath it, nor the lime used at 
a later date. The inscription, which was carefully written by 
hand, and not stamped—thus accounting for the scarcity of the 
inscribed bricks—contained nine lines of writing in the style of 
the cuneiform peculiar to the third millen\um B. C., and simply 
stated that Dungi, king of Ur and of Kengi, had dedicated the 
platform to his goddess Nin-bar-Sag. How many stages the zig¬ 
gurat originally contained it is impossible to learn; the small 
amount of the rubbish which had accumulated about its sides 
indicated that it never possessed more than two or three stages, 
or that its bricks had been removed to provide material for other 
constructions. At the south corner a heap of bricks, about four 
meters in length, lay as they had fallen outward from the walls. 

A flight of steps, from which the burned bricks had been 
removed, ran half the length of the southwest side, and led from 
a wide, brick-paved platform to the summit of the first stage of 
the ziggurat. A drain of round tiles, each about twenty centi¬ 
meters in diameter and a meter in length, ran beneath the paving 
of the platform to a vertical drain of an earlier period. Apart 
from the traces of the mud brick walls of the chambers upon the 
northwest side, nothing else of the temple of Dungi remained. 

The. brick inscriptions, which presented no clue to the name 
of the temple or city, an inscribed brick of Gimil .Sin, a later 
king of the same dynasty of Ur, and a single inscribed tablet 
which was so quickly covered with an incrustation of saltpeter 
that it was illegible, were the only inscribed antiquities found in 
Dungi’s temple. We had learned only that we were dealing with 
ruins of the third millennium B. C., and that Nin-bar-Sag, as 
Belit, in the early days, was called, was, worshiped..there. 
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It seems that the Bismya temple has long provided material 
for the builders. Just beneath the stage tower of Dungi were a 
few large, square, burned bricks of Sargon, measuring 46X46X9 
centimeters. . Although'none of them were inscribed, they were 
recognizable by their peculiar size. An inscription upon gold, of 
his son, Naram Sin, was found among the bricks, and from other 
parts of the ruins, contract tablets and seal impressions, bearing 
the name of Sargon, supported the supposition. However, the 
bricks were so scattered and so few in number that no plan of his 
temple was possible. It appears to have been slightly smaller 
than the one above it. 

Less than a meter below the bricks of Dungi, and below the 
bricks of Sargon, appeared traces of a series of royal builders 
whose names and dates are still unknown. From the shapes of 
the bricks and from the markings upon them, it is evident that at 
least fifteen rulers added their repairs to an earlier temple of 
plano-convex bricks. The bricks are long and thin, with the 
average dimensions of 25 X 22 X 5 centimeters; the upper face is 
slightly convex, and marked with grooves formed by drawing the 
fingers across the clay before it was baked. Some of the grooves 
ran lengthwise, others diagonally or crosswise, and varied in 
number from one to five; if the grooves were crosswise, the num¬ 
ber was repeated from the opposite corners. As the examination 
of the various strata of the temple revealed, the grooves were the 
forerunners of the brick inscription, and their number and posi¬ 
tion were equivalent to the.names of the kings. 

This long series of. rulers seems to have added but little to the 
temple. Repairs with bricks of four grooves appeared on the 
northeast side, at a level slightly lower than the platform of Dungi. 
The three-grooved bricks, appeared most frequently, and were 
employed on the same level as the four-grooved bricks, but in 
different parts of the temple. A platform upon which rested a 
large, uninscribed, marble door-socket on the southeast side, 
later floors.of two peculiar constructions at the south corner, 
which I believe to be ancient crematoria, and'a drain at the edge 
of the northwest side, represent the chief repairs of the ruler who 
employed these bricks. At a considerably lower level, and chiefly 
northeast of the ziggurat, were repairs in bricks of two grooves. 
One instance which was of service in determining the comparative 
agea. of the bricks is worthy of mention. A horizontal drain, 
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about twenty centimeters in diameter, and ten in depth, and con¬ 
structed of two-grooved bricks, carried the rain water from the 
platform over its edge. Forty centimeters beneath it was a 
similar drain, constructed of plano-convex bricks, which had 
belonged to a previous temple, while at a higher level were 
bricks of three grooves. 

All of the platforms, and the repairs of the ziggurat thus far 
described, belonged to constructions later than the great plano¬ 
convex temple beneath, which represent a period several centuries 
previous to Sargon’s time—the most flourishing period in the his¬ 
tory of Bismya. The age of the plano-convex brick is generally 
placed at 4500 B. C., and the excavations at Bismya, which have 
revealed traces of a long dynasty of kings previous to Sargon, 
represented by the long, grooved bricks, confirm that date. It 
was not until the ruins of this temple were reached that the valu¬ 
able finds which the mound yielded, began to appear. 

The plano-convex temple was by far the most imposing con¬ 
struction at Bismya, and it appears to have been one of the most 
magnificent of the Babylonian temples. The greater part of the 
island which it covered was surrounded by a wall of unbaked 
bricks, four meters in thickness, and inclosing the temple quad¬ 
rangle. As less than fifty centimeters of the wall remained, its 
height could not be determined. Within the center of this large 
inclosure, and upon the ruins of earlier occupations made level by 
the filling in of unmolded clay, was an immense square platform 
a meter above the surrounding ruins. Along the center of its 
four sides were inclined plains, leading to it. Upon the platform 
was the temple proper, consisting of two parts of nearly equal 
size. The ziggurat, the base of which now rises to the average 
height of a meter and a half above the platform, is con¬ 
structed with a casing of plano-convex bricks, and filled in with 
unmolded clay. Its original height could not have exceeded a 
few meters, and it is doubtful if it ever consisted of more than a 
single stage, or, at the most, of two stages. This was the proto¬ 
type of the later ziggurat, which with age increased its height; 
the ziggurat at Ur, erected in 2800 B. C., possessed three stages; 
the Borsippa ziggurat was reconstructed by Nebuchadnezzar to 
the height of seven stages. 

The other part of the temple, somewhat larger in size and of a 
similar construction, stood at the west corner of the ziggurat. 
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Its surface was entirely covered with a layer of bitumen; along 
the edges of its walls, and at each corner, were a number of 
round niches lined with bitumen; it appears that records, or 
objects of special value, may have been deposited in them, as were 
the cylinders in later Babylonian times. As the sand was cleared 
from the niches, nothing but a small, uninscribed fragment of 
a marble vase appeared in one of them. It is possible that 
originally chambers stood upon the platform, but, if so, their 
walls have entirely disappeared. 

Within the temple inclosure there are still traces of the habi¬ 
tations and of the occupations of the people who were connected 
with the temple. Perhaps the most interesting, because unique, 
are two large chambers at the south corner of the ziggurat, one 
of which is oval in shape, the other square. Both are provided 
with pits which contained ashes to the depth of half a meter; 
above the pits, and projecting halfway over them, were platforms 
charred with the fire from a furnace from without. The oval¬ 
shaped room was originally covered with a dome; its lower bricks 
are still in place. These rooms undoubtedly were the crematoria 
of the city, and they may account for the entire absence of early 
Babylonian graves. 

A considerable amount of pottery was employed in the temple 
service, and to provide it was a furnace of the usual Babylonian 
type, and constructed of plano-convex bricks, which was discovered 
at a short distance from the southwest side of the temple. 
Examples of the Babylonian furnace are found at all ruins; it 
consisted of a number of ridges constructed of bricks; the fire in 
the hollows between them burned the pottery which rested upon 
them. A number of vertical drains, consisting, of large, short, 
circular tiles, set one upon another, and extending to the sand 
below, marked the site of the houses of the attendants of the 
temple. Upon the northwest side of the inclosure were three such 
drains; at the southeast side were two, and search would probably 
have revealed others. 

It was among the ruins of this temple that inscriptions in con¬ 
siderable quantities were recovered. Upon the shoulder of a 
large white-marble statue of a king was a Sumerian inscription of 
three lines, revealing the name of the ancient city as UD-NUN- 
KI, and the name of the temple as E-shar, or possibly E-mab; 
both names are mentioned in the Hammurabi Code. The name of 
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the king, Da-udu, is undoubtedly the same as David; it not only 
explains the name of the biblical king as of Sumerian origin, but 
presents history with a new, and one of its oldest characters. 
Fragments of eight other marble statues, all uninscribed, forty-two 
inscribed fragments of marble vases, marble lamps, a bas-relief in 
white marble, a marble and three bronze tablets, several hundreds 
of marble, alabaster, onyx, porphyry, and sandstone vases, frag¬ 
mentary or entire, some of which were richly carved and inlaid 
with stones and ivory, hundreds of terra-cotta vases, fishes and 
cats of ivory, marble and terra-cotta statuettes, and a number of 
bronze objects, are among the finds which the ruins of the 
plano-convex temple contained, and from which its history may 
be reconstructed. 

A shaft sunk from almost the center of the temple hill to the 
undisturbed sand of the desert revealed a remarkable accumula¬ 
tion of debris of an occupation previous to the plano-convex brick 
temple. Below is a list of the various strata which appeared as 
the shaft was dug. 


Surface. 

Depth of 1 m. 
Depth of 2.50 m. 
Depth of 3.85 m. 
Depth of 4.65 m. 

Depth of 6.37 m. 
Depth of 6.57 m. 
Depth of 8.57 m. 
Depth of 9.17 m. 

Depth of 10.87 m. 
Depth of 11.97 m. 

Depth of 13.20 m. 


Drifting sand. 

Platform of bricks of Dungi, 2750 B. C. 

Top of platform of plano-convex bricks, 4500 B. C. 
Bottom of the platform resting upon a clay foundation. 
Layer of white ashes, 17 cm. thick, resting upon an 
adobe wall 1.72 m. high. 

Stratum in which limestone blocks appeared. 

Layer of ashes resting upon a mud wall. 

At this level were two large terra-cotta urns. 

Layer of potsherds resting upon a layer of dirt 1.10 
m. in thickness. 

Small intact terra-cotta vase. 

Layer of potsherds beneath an adobe wall 1.10 m. 
in height. 

Fragments of black pottery — the earliest traces of 
civilization found at Bismya. 
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PLAIN STONE VASES FROM BISMYA. 


By Edgar James Banks, 

The University of Chicago. 

Along the northwestern edge of the platform of the Bismya 
temple which was constructed of plano-convex bricks, at a period 
not far from 4500 B. C., was discovered an inclined plain lead¬ 
ing from the temple inclosure below. In the corner formed by 
the platform and the inclined plain was the refuse heap of the 
temple. While digging along the edge of the platform the work¬ 
men came upon this ancient temple dump. This layer of debris, 
which was about half a meter in thickness, covered a spot about 
four meters long and two wide; above it was scarcely a meter 
of dirt. 

It is usually from the refuse matter of the ancients that the 
archeologist may reconstruct their life and history. Many of the 
most valuable of the treasures from the Babylonian mounds were 
discarded as worthless; this may be said of the famous Telloh 
statues in the Louvre. Two marble heads from Bismya, of which 
one belonged to the statue of the Sumerian king David, were 
found lying together in the corner of a room of later construction, 
as if abandoned by a child who had used them for playthings. 
So our ancient Bismya temple dump, from which the priest 
probably turned his face as he passed, contained some most valuable 
antiquities. From it the workmen removed dozens of baskets of 
fragments of stone vases of almost every conceivable shape. An 
occasional bit of terra-cotta, or of a plano-convex brick, appeared, 
but most of the fragments were marble, some were alabaster, a 
few were porphyry, some onyx or sandstone or freestone; all were 
polished; some were engraved with a simple design; others were 
elaborately wrought with the figures of men and of animals; a 
few were inlaid with ivory and precious stones, and others were 
inscribed with the name of the temple or of an unknown king. 
With two or three exceptions, all were fragmentary; one or two 
lamps were found complete. For more than a week my daily 
occupation consisted in washing the stone fragments discovered 
the previous day, scrubbing away the hard dirt, and scraping ofiF 
the saltpeter which clung to them; an inscription or an engraving, 
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or fragments which would fit together to form a complete vase, 
was the frequent reward. A few of the fragments were large 
enough to enable me to reconstruct the shape and to ascertain the 
dimensions of the original vase. 

The time when the corner by the inclined plain ceased to be a 
dumping-ground was not far from 4500 B. C.; in it were fragments 
of none but plano-convex bricks; it was concealed beneath the 
platform of a pre-Sargonic temple; the inscriptions found upon 
some of the vases bear the name of no known king, yet the fre¬ 
quent occurrence of the name of the temple in characters as 
ancient as any yet discovered, and the fact that at a later period 
terra-cotta supplanted stone, which was more difficult to obtain 
and to work, all point to the fifth millennium. 

Where did the ancients who lived in the stoneless, alluvial 
plain obtain the great variety of beautiful material for their vases? 
It is an old theory that the stone for the Telloh statues was 
brought from the Sinaitic peninsula; those who advocated it had 
probably never crossed the Arabian desert, or followed down the 
Euphrates, or been in the great plateau of central Arabia. Almost 
every variety of stone is found there. Sargon, of 3800 B. C., 
went to the Mediterranean, and the Mesopotamian Arabs of 
to-day bring great stones from the sacred mountains about Mecca, 
which they hew into mortars for pounding coffee; yet these are 
no reasons to suppose that the ancients went farther than the 
neighboring mountains for their stone. White marble is the 
most common; not far from Deir on the Euphrates is a mountain 
of white marble. The desert toward Hayil is strewn with great 
bowlders of diorite. 

How did the ancients shape their vases? Most of the vases 
are circular; Nos. 45 and 47 are oval; No. 38 is oblong; No. 23 
is square; Nos. 44 and 46 are shell-shape; the remainder are cir¬ 
cular. The stone employed was generally marble, so soft that 
one might scratch it with the finger nail; less frequently appear 
vases of onyx, alabaster, porphyry, sandstone, freestone, and in a 
single instance granite was discovered in the temple dump. The 
perfect symmetrical curve of the circle and the uniform symmetry 
in every part of the vase indicate the employment of the lathe, or 
some contrivance which answered the purpose. A lathe must 
also have been used in the manufacture of seal cylinders. In the 
circular vases the stone was so highly polished that all marks of 
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the lathe were obliterated; in the shell-shaped lamps, Nos. 44 and 
46, the marks of the chisel, in spite of the polish, are visible. 
The instrument used in cutting the softer stone might have been 
flint; flint saws were commonly employed during the fifth millen¬ 
nium. Bronze, silver, gold, and an alloy of bronze and gold 
were known to the Babylonians of that period. 

Whence did the Babylonians derive the variety of beautiful 
shapes which they imparted to their vases? Unless it was from 
their own imaginative minds, it would be difficult to surmise. 
Beneath the Bismya temple were various strata filled with the 
remains of previous ages; the lowest could not have dated far 
from 10000 B. C. Possibly the beautiful forms are the result of 
an important stride in their own civilization. The more one 
learns of the culture of the dwellers of Mesopotamia of the fifth 
millennium B. C., the more he is convinced that then was their 
golden era. 

What use in the temple service was made of the vases? Nos. 
44, 45, and 46 were olive-oil lamps; their shapes were derived 
from the conch, which also at an earlier period was employed as a 
lamp. In No. 45 the projection which resembles a handle is a 
groove for containing the wick; the lower part, terminating in 
the head of an animal, is the support. It is possible that in the 
Babylonian temple, as in the later Jewish synagogue, lights were 
continually burning. Some of the vases appear to have been 
ornamental; the interior, as in No. 28, was so shallow, or in Nos. 
10, 11, and 20 so small, that they could be of little practical use. 
The walls of vases represented by No. 9, the most common form, 
were sometimes worn away by perpetual use, until a hole resulted. 
The inscribed vases, usually of a more fantastic shape, which I do 
not describe in the present paper, were evidently presented to the 
temple as votive objects; undoubtedly many or all of the inscribed 
vases found their way to the temple in a similar manner; this, 
however, does not preclude their employment in the temple 
service. One may imagine that some of the vases were used as 
drinking-cups; some of the larger, as No. 1, for the storage of 
water; some for the storage of oil for the lamps; some for 
incense; some might have been filled with food and placed before 
the statues of the gods; some were probably bowls for ablution; 
No. 47, which was not found in the temple dump, but in a private 
house near the west corner of the ruins, was a cosmetic vase with 
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traces of henna in one compartment and kohl in the other. 
Many of the fragments were coated with a black substance; others 
were as clear in the interior as on the exterior. Whatever the 
use of each vase may have been cannot now be determined; how¬ 
ever, this ancient dump-heap describes the fittings of the temple 
of six thousand years ago as possessing a service of a magnificence 
which was never equaled in later Babylonian times, and hardly 
surpassed in the classical times of Rome and Greece. 


DESCRIPTION OF VASES. 


1. 

White marble . 


Height 

29.0 cm. 

Diameter 

at top 27.0 cm. 

Thickness 
of waU 

3.0 cm* 

2. 

Yellow limestone . 

. 

8.0 

23.0 

1.6 

3. 

Hard yellowish marble 

. 

5.0 

12.0 

0.4 

4. 

Hard yellowish marble 

. 

? 

4.5 

0.3 

5. 

White marble . 

. . 

11.0 

18.0 


6. 

Alabaster 


? 

12.0 


7. 

Onyx with reddish bands 

10.0 

15.0 

1.3 

8. 

Pinkish onyx 

. 

9.0 

16.0? 

0.8 

9. 

10. 

Yellowish marble in various 
sizes, a common form. 

White marble .... 

6.0 

7.5 


11. 

White marble 

. 

7.0 

9.0 


12. 

Yellowish marble 


5.0 

16.0 

0.6 

13. 

Alabaster 


12.0 

30.0 


14. 

Alabaster . 


6.5 

10.5 

1.5 

15. 

Alabaster 


9.0 

14.0 

1.1 

16. 

Alabaster . 


10.0 

? 

1.4 

17. 

Onyx .... 


8.0? 

? 

0.7 

18. 

Onyx .... 


6.5 

8.0 

1.1 

19. 

Onyx .... 


15.0+ 

19.0 

2.1 

20. 

White marble . 


8.0 

8.0 

2.5 

21. 

Alabaster 


18.0 

16.0 

3.0 

22. 

Porphyry . 


12.0+ 

10.0? 

2.0 

23. 

White marble 


? 

? 


24. 

Blue freestone . 


9.0 

14.3 

0.7 

25. 

Porphyry 


5.5 

? 

0.5 

26. 

White marble . 


11.0 

8.5 

1.5 

27. 

White marble 


7.0 

12.0 

1.5 

28. 

White marble . 


28.0 

28.0 


29. 

White marble 


22.0? 

greatest 35.0 


30. 

Soft limestone . 


11.0 

at top 12.0 

1.2. 

31. 

Gray sandstone . 


11.0 

“ 16.0 

1.5 

32. 

Green porphyry 


10.0 

“ 29.0 

2.0 

33. 

Yellow marble 


7.0 

“ 20.0 

1.5 

34. 

White marble . 


8.0 

“ 12.0 


35. 

Alabaster 


9.5 

“ 10.0 

0.8 

36. 

White marble . 


10.0 

at base 6 0 

1.0 

37. 

White marble 


9.0+ 

“ 10.0 

0.0 
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DESCRIPTION OF VASES—ContintMd. 

Thickness 

Height Diameter of wall 


38. Whit© marble . 

8.0 cm. at top 11x18 cm. 

1.5 cm. 

39. White marble 

13.0 

“ 10.0? 

1.5 

40. White marble . 

. 10.0 

at base 5.5 

1.5 

41. White marble 

8.0 

at top 16.0? 

1.8 

42. White marble . 

. 9.0 

at base 4.3 

0.6 

43. Alabaster 

6.0 

“ 4.2 

1.0 

44. White marble lamp . 

. 6.0 

length 16? ft width 9 


45. Alabaster lamp . 

12.0 

oval ahaneH $ shortest diameter 14 
oval shaped | longest di<Mneter 20 

46. White marble lamp . 

. 5.5 

length 18 ^ Jwidth 13 


47. White marble cos- ) 
metic vase from III ) ' 

6.0 

width 4 length 9 
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TYPICAL MIDDLE KINGDOM SCARABS. 


By Gabbett Chatfield Pieb, 

The University of Chicago. 

The Scarabs I herewith publish are taken either from the col¬ 
lection now preserved in the Art Institute, Chicago [Murch], or 
from specimens in my own cabinet. As will be seen these are 
all seals used by private persons belonging to the early Middle 
Kingdom whose names and titles they bear. 



a 10 ii \z 



The Inscriptions run as follows: 

1. “Great Chief of a Southern Ten, Neit-hotep.” Spiral design. Wing 

cases inlaid with small golden disks. Obsidian. [Art Institute.] 

2. “ Sebek-hotep, son of the [ ] the Hanger for the Table of 

Offerings, Mentu-hotep.” Steatite, white. [P. Coll.] 

3. “Great Chief of a Southern Ten, Wah-Ptah.” Spiral design. Stea¬ 

tite, brown. [Art Institute.] 
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4. “Great Chief of the Southern Tens, Inou-n-ib.” Rope Pattern. 

Steatite, blue. [Art Institute.] 

5. “Guardian of the Child, Senb-she-ma” [Remarkable title]. Spiral 

design. Steatite, green gone brown. [Art Institute.] 

6. “Noble of the Suite, Wig Keeper, Duduk.” Spiral design. Steatite, 

green. [Art Institute.] 

7. “Keeper of the Great Store Chamber, Hotepy.” Spiral design. 

Steatite, blue. [Art Institute.] 

8. “ Wab-her-Satet(T), Son of Khnum-hotep.” Steatite, white. 

[Art Institute.] 

9. “Hereditary Prince, Count, Treasurer, Overseer of the House, 

Oldest in the Hall, Sert.” Steatite, blue. [Art Institute.] 

10. “Bearer of the Seal, Overseer of the Treasury, Har.” Steatite, red. 

[Art Institute.] 

11. “Oldest in the Hall, Pepa.” Steatite, brown. [Art Institute.] 

12. “Oldest in the Hall, Dedu.” Steatite, blue gone brown. 

[Art Institute.] 

13. “ Bearer of the Seal, Keeper of the Palace Court, the Herald, Min- 

hotep.” Steatite, white. [P. Coll.] 

14. “Bearer of the Seal, Overseer of the Palace, the Great Noble, Ptah- 

redu.” Steatite, green. [P. Coll.] 

15. “The Ruler, Iqetf Repeater of birth.” Steatite, brown. [P. Coll.] 

16. “Bearer of the Seal, Confidential friend of the King, Overseer of the 

Treasury, Nebt-shesh.” Steatite, white. [P. Coll.] 
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AN EGYPTIAN STATUETTE WITH SUN HYMN. 


By Gabbett Chatfield Pieb, 

The University of Chicago. 

The original is now preserved in the Art Institute, Chicago. 
It represents a man kneeling, who holds before him a tablet 
inscribed with twelve lines of hieroglyphics. The figure is clad 
in a tight-fitting white garment; the face, arms, and legs are 
painted dull red; while upon the head is a large, well curled black 
wig. The hieroglyphs are filled in with bright-blue paint, the 
lines between them with red. The height of the tablet is 12 
inches; width, inches; the figure behind it being a trifle 
higher* Material, limestone. Case V, No. 135. 

The inscription, for a revision of which I am greatly indebted 
to Professor Breasted, reads: 

Adoration to Re-Harakhte when he riseth in the Eastern Horizon of 
Heaven by the Scribe of the Table of Offerings of the Lord of the Two 
Lands, Neb-amon, the justified, saith he: Hail to thee! Re when thou 
(he) risest. Atum when thou settest; beautiful is thy rising when thou 
dost shine upon the back of thy mother (the sky) appearing as the King 
of the Assembly of the Gods. 

The goddess of Truth poureth out oblations before thy face, while 
the two crews glorify thee at all times. 

When thou traversest heaven, thy heart expands with joy, the Two 
Regions overflow with thy joy. 

Prostrate is thy enemy; his head is cut off from his neck(?) while his 
body is given over to the fire as a thing not existing. 

The Boat of the Rising Sun ( M'ndt ) hath a fair wind, the Boat of 
the Setting Sun ( Msktt ) hath reached its destination. People of the 
South, North, West and (East) draw thee [in thy barque], while adoring 
thee, oh thou Primordial Being, oh Atum-Harakhte* 
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THE ASSYRO-BABYLONIAN •■•‘TU.bIti. 


By A. H. Godbey, 

The University of Chicago. 

Johns, ADD. II, p. 106, in discussing this officer, inclines to 
the view that he is not a temple official of any kind, but merely 
an occupant of temple lands, charged with certain dues to the 
temple. This opinion he would support by reference to royal 
endowments of the temples, in which connection the am61 TU. blti 
is sometimes mentioned. But this is inconclusive. Such con¬ 
nection with temple-endowments may imply nothing more than 
the modem pastor’s connection with the manse and glebe, or 
parsonage, or parish house. There is further the objection that 
in the Cultustafel of Sippara, also mentioned by Johns, the most 
important provisions for the reorganization of the temple services 
are made ki pi am61 TU.bIti, “according to the instructions of 
the TU.bIti.” Further, instead of being taxed for the main¬ 
tenance of the temple, provision is made for his support. He 
receives five shares of the daily receipts as against two shares 
received by the nas patri. In H. 167, K. 582, rv. 17, sqq ,., we 
may compare the daily allotment for a masmasu, four shares, 
and for a pirbinu, two shares. There is also an am61 TU.bIti 
II-u in the Cultustafel, a species of classification improbable in 
the case of mere tenants or taxpayers. We also find amfil TU.bIti 
who do not appear to be connected with the temple, and are 
probably palace officials. In various places we find them spoken 
of in a way that suggests high rank. I do not see how to recon¬ 
cile the various data, except upon the theory that the TU.bIti 
was a great official. Accepting the reading erGbu for TU as 
the key to the solution, we may find him to be the amel sa pftni 
ni-ri-bi, as written syllabically in H. 875, Bu. 89-4-26, 71, 
obv. 7. This may be preferable to the reading Grib blti cited 
by Johns. That nlrib rather than Grib is used in reference to 
the entrance of a structure of any kind, is shown by numerous 
passages; cf. HWB ., p. 127. That we must understand the officer 
in question to be something more than a mere porter or janitor, 
at least much more than is expressed by our modern conceptions 
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of, and associations with these terms, will appear from the 
following data. 

In H. 512, K. 528, we have a letter that is suggestive. The 
writer does not state his office, but, though addressing the mayor 
of the palace, he does not call him “my lord.” Such mode of 
address clearly indicates that he is of higher rank than the 
recipient of the letter. 

Order of Nabd-z6r-lisir to the mayor of the palace: (Admit) 
m Nabft-sarbft-ikisa; m Z6r-Istar, a chief repairer(t) ( HWB ., 527, 
Johns, ADD . II, p. 174; Van Gelderen, BAS . IV, p. 532); m Ubbft (one 
Arabian) (?) a palace employee (son of the palace); m Mflsurft (one Egyp¬ 
tian) (?) a palace employee; the wife of the rab-m&ti (mayor of the 
palace); three sons of ra Nabtl-z6r-llsir; the wife of m Nabft-sarhfl- 
ikisa; two daughters of m Nabtl-zGr-lisir, (and) his daughter-in-law. 

The 8th day of Tammuz. 

m Nabtl-zGr-llsir to (any) son of the palace. 

Total, fourteen persons admitted. 

It would seem that we here have an ancient pass ticket. The 
writer furnishes an order of admission to various persons who wish 
to enter the palace enclosure. Addressed primarily to the mayor 
of the palace, it is countersigned at the bottom, authorizing 
admission by any “son of the palace” who may be on duty at the 
gate when the ticket is presented. The note was written rapidly, 
the determinative amGlu being omitted in some places; and 
hence there is uncertainty about the third and fourth names in 
the list. The plural sign is omitted throughout, and there is an 
error of two in the total as the letter stands in Harper’s text. It 
is to be noticed that six of the persons mentioned are members of 
the writer’s family, and one is the wife of the mayor of the palace 
to whom the order is addressed. 1 Two persons are palace officials 
of some type. It would appear, then, that even persons prominent 
in the social circle of the palace required, if they had been outside 
its precincts, a special order for their re-admission, and that 
there was a person authorized to issue such tickets; perhaps an 
am© 1 £ a p& n i niribi. 

In H. 511, K. 654, we have a letter from a man of the same 
name, Nabti-zSr-lisir, written, however, in the Babylonian 
script. He reports a number of things—garments, gold, silver, 
horses, sheep, etc.—for Abu-Grba “of the king’s seed” and his 

iThe cases cited by Johns, ADD. II, p. 157, make it appear that rab mftti and rab 
©kalli are equivalent titles. 
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wife, all of which seem to be consigned to his charge in the palace 
(dib-bu na-as-ru-ti sa m Nabll-zGr-lisir ina Gkalli du- 
bu-ub). If this person is the writer of H. 512, we should have 
some further suggestion as to the rigid supervision he would 
exercise over everything entering the palace. 

H. 475, 83-1-18, 3, is a short but suggestive letter, probably 
from Ibassi-ilu, written in the Babylonian character: 

To the king, my lord, thy servant (Ibassi-ilu). May Nabtl and 
Marduk be gracious to the king, my lord. Referring to Iddin-abtL, 
and Ina-kibi-B6l, his brother, the TU.bSti: According as the letter 
of the king my lord gave orders to me, viz., send them those carpenters 
—now I will send them unto the king my lord. 

Apparently the two officers named have made a requisition for 
carpenters for some purpose, and the king has sent word to 
Ibassi-ilu to supply the needed men. The inference is natural 
that alterations or repairs of the temple may have been under the 
supervision of the TU.biti, and this inference we shall find sup¬ 
ported by other data to be cited. The two officers named also 
appear in another important rOle; cf. infra H. 496. In the 
meantime we may compare the change in organization made by 
Joash, 2 Kings 12:4 sqq. It is to be observed there that so long 
as the chief priests, those officiating about the altar, handled the 
temple receipts, the house of Yahweh was in bad repair, and there 
were no available funds. Only when the matter was taken out of 
their hands and placed in charge of “ the priests, the keepers of 
the threshold,” was the house put in proper condition. The 
system adopted, the subdivision and distribution of priestly func¬ 
tions, is an interesting parallel to the Assyrian method. Modem 
critical views upon the relative importance and the chronological 
priority of priest and Levite may require a slight modification. 
Some such assignment to special duty would be necessary in the 
nature of the case, even though all alike were called “the priests, 
the Levites.” 1 Chron. 9:17-29, will be reflected in the further 
study of the TU.biti. 

It would seem that the am6l TU.biti was prone to make 
alterations in the temple interior without consulting anyone* The 
letter H. 493, 83-1-18, 13, is from Asur-rislla, a priest of 
Ninib, who is not pleased with what has been done. The purport 
of this broken letter is clear enough. During the reign of the 
king’s father the TU.biti of Ninib had altered the golden orna- 
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ments of the head of Ninib. At the time of writing, a company 
of workmen are employed in cutting strips of silver from the 
walls. The priest begs that the king will stop the work, and 
remarks that he himself has not been consulted, though he thinks 
himself “their brother” in such matters. With this we may 
compare H. 468, Rm. 217. Some Babylonians complain to the 
king that JJulala, a TU.biti of Samas, has come down and 
carried off “a sky 2 of gold” from ilsagila. What action the 
priests took with reference to the matter is illegible. Some of 
the people are incensed, and say that they are no longer safe; 
that they will be made like the city of Gana. Such stripping 
of costly decorations from temples, to beautify Assyria, may have 
been one of the causes of Babylonian revolts from Assyrian 
domination. 

To these evidences of the authority of the TU.biti in the 
matter of repairing or altering the temples, we may add Rm. 
Ill, 105, a broken cylinder, published by Winckler, AOF. I, pp. 
256 sqq. It comes from the period of civil war in Babylonia, 
near the middle of the eighth century B. C. The inscription is 
of one Nabft-sum-imbi, who tells us that he is a nisakku and 
a TU.biti of Nabfl, as well as s&kfl (Winckler, NIN.ku) of 
Borsippa. He records his restoration of the temple, which was 
damaged during the civil war. Nabttsumiddina, a son of Daini- 
Nabfl, and a TU.biti of Nabfl, had made a night attack upon 
the temple in Borsippa, which Nabflsumimbi was holding with an 
armed force. The pious Nabflsumimbi prayed to Nabfl until 
sunrise, and as a result the enemy were beaten off. The success¬ 
ful combatant expresses his gratitude to Nabfl by repairing the 
temple. 

'Passing from this relation of the TU.biti to the repairs or 
alterations of the temple, we find another interesting feature of 
his office. Iddinabfl and Ina-kibi-B^l, two officials already men¬ 
tioned in H. 475, appear in this important function in H. 496, 
K. 474. Ibassi-ilu writes to notify the king that the third of 
Elul is the day for the arraying of Bdl, and that the opening of 
the great gate of the temple takes place upon the fourth. 

2 AN. E., the usual mode of writing Same in the letters. I doubt its being a plural of 
“God,” as this would not be in accord with the epistolary usage. Moreover, Bsagila is the 
residence of Marduk, and wo should hardly expect miscellaneous idols therein, judging 
from the complaint against Nabonidus in the Cyrus cylinder. Further, would an official of 
the SamaS cult have use for images from the Marduk temple f He would, of course, have 
use for the gold. 
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Iddinabtl and Ina-fcIbi-B6l, the TU.blti are, as the king knows, 
the persons properly in charge of those ceremonies. The writer 
asks that they be sent, and that they may stand with him on the 
day of the opening of the gate. It is probable, then, that they 
were expected to pass upon the dress of the worshipers as well 
as that of B6l, when they stood with Ibassi-ilu. The position of 
Ibassi-ilu himself I do not know. In other letters of this group, 
HH. 496-501, we find him reporting that the king’s orders for 
beds, coronets for And, and other temple fittings, have been 
filled. Since the data already given show the TU.blti to be 
connected with such matters, and since in the letter under con¬ 
sideration Ibassi-ilu wishes two well-known threshold-keepers to 
stand with him on the great day of the opening of the gate of 
Bfcl, he may have been such an official himself. He may also be 
identifiable with one of two men of his name prominent in 
Thompson’s RMA. 

These suggestions concerning the functions of this official 
recall the Cultustafel. Col. V, 26 sqq ., specifies, “and furni¬ 
ture of the interior 8 according to the instruction of the two 
amdiTU.blti-MES.” The king’s share of the daily expense 
(c/. 2 Chron. 31:3) is the food for the priests, and “two shares 
according to the instructions of the two am6l TU.biti;” then 
follows the list of clothing provided. Special garments are 
required for the seventh of Nisan, the tenth of Iyyar, the third 
of Elul, the seventh of Tisrit, the fifteenth of Marchesvan, and 
the fifteenth of Adar: altogether six festal robes each year given 
by the king. The interesting features in these details are the 
evident authority of the TU.blti, and the fact that the third of 
Elul requires a special festal garment for the servitor of Samas, 
as it does in the letter last quoted for the servitor of Bsl. In H. 
338, 82-5-22, 98 Mftr-Istar also discusses ceremonies for Bfil 
and Marduk upon the third of Elul, and the opening of the gate 
is mentioned (c/. Van Gelderen, BAS . IV, p. 533). We may 
compare with these specifications for particular garments upon 
occasions of unusual significance, Jehu’s order: “ Bring forth 
vestments for the priests of Baal” (2 Kings 10:22). In the 
twenty-third verse is an order for special scrutiny of the 
assembly, that only duly qualified worshipers may be within. 

3U-na-at lib-bi is not translated by Jeremias, BAS. I,p.275; cf. u-na-a-te tjur&si 
kaspi sipirri parzilli i§0 uabnd 0pu5, from an Adurb&nipal inscription, cited 
by R. F. Harper, Hebraica, X (1894), 198. 
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This may be parallel to the request of Ibassi-ilu that the two 
wardens may assist him in the great gate upon the festal day. 
In Ezekiel's code we observe that the priests must leave their 
vestments in the side chambers, not being allowed to come among 
the laity wearing their official apparel (Ezek. 42:13, 14; 44:19). 
The Levitical code (Exod. 38:4) will readily suggest itself; 
but till we know precisely what the Babylonian or Assyrian robes 
were, we cannot undertake a comparative study of Jewish and 
Mesopotamian priestly apparel. But it seems clear from the 
cuneiform data so far that the great guardian of the threshold 
was responsible for the proper preparation of every one who 
would enter the temple. Only thus could the perfection of each 
rite be guaranteed (observe the conditions and reservations in 
the oracles of the Sun-god); and only thus could the temple be 
kept free from defilement. The post was no sinecure, and we 
shall see that the warden needed to know all that occurred within 
the temple as well as what was approaching from without. 

Our data also allow the conclusion that the average temple had 
two chief officers of this type; and this may imply two gates of 
the temple in daily use, besides the great gate opened upon spe¬ 
cial occasions when the presence of the king was expected. We 
observe that there are two threshold keepers in the Cultustafel; 
two are called for by Ibassi-ilu; in the narrative of Nabtlsumimbi 
two rival threshold keepers are warring for the possession of the 
temple; in the Cultustafel one of the two officers is an amfll 
TU.biti II-u. We may venture the suggestion, then, that Ezek. 
44:1-4; 46:1-3, 8-12, give us some idea of the arrangement 
of a Babylonian temple (c/. also 1 Chron. 31:14 for “the porter 
toward the east”) and of the movement of the throng upon a 
festal occasion, under the supervision of the TU.biti. Further 
questions concerning the arrangement of the Babylonian temple 
will be considered in a separate paper. For the modification of 
Ezekiel’s plan see Josephus, Ant., XV, II, 5, and 1 Chron. 9:17-28. 

As showing the familiarity of the TU.biti with all that 
occurred within the temple, the letters of Akkullanu are pecu¬ 
liarly interesting. This writer is shown in H. 539, K. 17, rv. 14, 
15, to be a TU.biti of the temple of Asur. In H. 16, K. 428, in a 
brief report to the king, too broken to be intelligible, he is asso¬ 
ciated with Adadsumusur, Arad-fia, and IstarsumGres. This 
places his activity in Esarhaddon’s reign, a fact further supported 
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by H. 43, K. 122. His prominence will be more clearly realized 
when that of his associates is remembered. Their activity is 
noticeable in the excursus upon the Esarhaddon succession. 
The letters of Akkullanu, HH. 42-50, 429, 678-681, suggest 
that he is the proper person to address for information upon 
almost any matter connected with the temple, or its service. 

H. 42, K. 14, has been translated by Van Gelderen, BAS. IV, 
p. 518. Akkullanu reports that on the third of the month (Elul 
again?), Asur and Bfilit went forth in peace and returned in 
peace. Goblets and drink for the king have been duly prepared, 
and rites which had ceased through neglect have been re-estab¬ 
lished; but the suraru-wine for the month Tisrit has not been 
provided for Asur. The chief vintner, his deputy, and his 
secretary have alike neglected the matter. 

The next letter, H. 43, K. 122, is the most interesting of all. 
Van Gelderen, BAS . IV, p. 513, has given a translation, and 
Johns gives a general view of it, ADD . II, p. 105, and a com¬ 
plete translation ABLCL ., p. 377, changing his former view 
slightly. In both he differs somewhat from Van Gelderen. I am 
not sure that the reverse of the letter is perfectly understood. 
But the bearing upon the duties of the TU.blti is in no wise 
affected. In the first part of the letter, he replies to an inquiry of 
the king informing him of the governors, cities, and provinces that 
have neglected to send the regular offerings to Asur. Nineteen 
are named; and as several of these are certainly provinces out¬ 
side of Assyria itself, we may have a sidelight upon the unwil¬ 
lingness of the Hebrew prophet to see his king maintain either 
hostile or dependent relations with Assyria. 4 

The reverse of the tablet reports the facts concerning two 
priests (Van Gelderen, “scribes”), who had been consecrated 
by Sennacherib, but had lost their positions through some cere¬ 
monial mishaps, “not great sins.” One is “priest of the bake- 
room,” 5 shaved when he was young. The other is chief of the 
larder, or almost a “head-waiter” for the temple tables. Each 
seems to have been deposed for some inattention to proper shaving 


♦Compare the frequent complaints concerning rebels in the cuneiform historical 
inscriptions. “They had had not sent to inquire after my peace—they scorned the 
solemn oaths by the great gods.” 

6 With this priest of the bake-house, compare the little cooking chambers flanking 
Ezekiel’s temple (after Babylonian models (7)), 46 :19-24, and the chambers and those in 
charge of things baked in pans, 1 Chron. 9:31; 23:28, 29; Lev. 2:5-7; 6:21; 7:9. 
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(ina la sab-sa-su-te la gal-lu-ub).® Thus apart from the 
information the letter gives concerning the TU.biti, it is of 
interest as suggesting some exacting ritual of the Assyrian 
priesthood. Apparently, cuttings of the “corners of the head 
and beard” were seriously regarded. As for the TU.biti, he 
is evidently expected to know the past history of the temple 
as well as current events. One would infer his familiarity with 
the temple library, or record room. The record of the neglect 
of stated sacrifices by certain governors recalls the frequent com¬ 
plaints of the Hebrew narratives, and the list of nobles bringing 
offerings, 7 in Numb. 7. 

H. 185, K. 1396 is interesting after this report concerning 
delinquent governors. NabtlbGlsunu tells Asurmudammik that he 
has been wronged by Akkullanu. The latter has obtained twelve 
or thirteen mana of silver from Asurmudammik, for the breaches 
of the shrines of Asur and B$lit. Nabftb&lsunu tells his friend to 
make a memorandum of it, and to plan for its recovery. It 
would seem that Akkullanu, when charged with repairing the 
temple, was inclined to somewhat vigorous measures for securing 
the necessary funds. 

H. 44, K. 604 gives us no information. Akkullanu asks the 
king for a reply to a previous letter. In H. 45, K. 691 he 
announces that he will “bring to Dilbat”(?) an axe, 8 pilakku 
that has been called for. It is probable that some sacred symbol, 

8 For shaving the head as part of the ceremony of consecration to the priesthood, com¬ 
pare Adurb&nipal, L* 12,13. Observe the many cylinder-seals and reliefs in which a shaved 
person is brought before a god, e. p., the DeClercq collection. The appendix to Curtiss, 
PSR., 268, by Wm. Hayes Ward, gives a number of illustrations. Notable are figures 3, 7,10, 
17,19. A fully appareled priest wears a queue, sometimes plaited, sometimes turned up 
behind, or decorated. As an unclean person must keep from the altar iu general Semitic 
usage, we must regard these scenes as illustrating consecration or purification. Some of 
the figures may represent females, but some are certainly shaved males. Compare the 
shaving of the Levites when consecrated, Numb. 8:7; the shaving of the head of the 
Nazarite as a mode of cleansing. Numb. 6:9,18; cf. Acts, 18:18; 21:24; shaving of a leper 
for cleansing. Lev. 14:8, 9; 13:33; Egyptian shaving of one coming to court, Gen. 41:14; 
the shaving of Egyptian priests mentioned by Herodotus, the prohibition in the case of 
Hebrew priests, Lev. 19:27; 21:5; Deut. 21:12; Ezek. 44:20. On general subjects see 
A. R. S. Kennedy, DB. I, p. 536; Carslaw, DB. Ill, p. 478. 

1 These duties of Akkullanu suggest the inventory clerk, and Ezekiel’s familiarity with 
all costly merchandise (Ezekiel 27:1-25). Was Ezekiel a priestly threshold keeper, becoming 
in consequence, familiar with all kinds of articles likely to be brought before a god ? 

8 We may think of the double axe, Greek WA«*v« as contrasted with the riiwrtkiicKov, 
now familiar from excavations of the Cretan Labyrinth, which bears traces of Semitic 
influence; the double axe (or mace) in the hand of I§tar(?) on some seals (Ward, appendix 
G, to Curtiss, PSi?., fig. 7); the lance, as emblem of Ninib, as evidenced bykakkab Sukudu, 
kakkab tarta^u, and the upright lance upon his (!) altar, DeClercq, 308,371,373; the 
double trident (thunderbolt (7)) in the hand of Marduk when assailing TiAmat in various 
reliefs and seals; the bow of ASur in reliefs and historical inscriptions and O. T. reference 
to worship of military emblems, Hab. 1:16. 
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or piece of temple furniture, is here referred to. Both letters 
have been translated by 8. A. Smith, AL ., and Delitzsch, BAS . I, 
p. 222; II, p. 30. 

In H. 429, Km. 69, translated by Van Gelderen, BAS. IV, 
p. 530, Akkullanu is again concerned with the decorations of 
the temple. A golden tablet, a peace offering from the king, 
is missing. Akkullanu reports that it has been seen in the 
possession of a jeweller (?), and that he will institute a rigid 
examination of the man before a scribe. That the ornament 
came safely to the temple from the king's messenger is doubted, 
and this person should be questioned. Perhaps the same subject 
is discussed in the badly broken H. 592, K. 1116. Of the four¬ 
teen original lines, not one is left entire. We can recognize 
some reference to a golden tablet and a jeweller. 

In H. 47, K. 97,9 Akkullanu announces libations and royal 
sacrifices at Tarbisi, and asks the king if he should attend them 
(cf. RFHarper, Hebbaica, X, 1894, p. 196), adding that the 
king cannot complain this time of not being duly notified. In 
H. 48, K. 1019, and H. 49, K. 1168, the breaks are too serious 
to allow any connected narrative; both, however, may refer to 
the same subject. In H. 48, Akkullanu says: “Regarding the 
priests of the city of Assflr (?), about whom the king sent to me, 
I will myself inquire of some priest . . . .” H. 49 is much longer, 
and begins, after greetings, “As to that priest about whom the 
king, my lord, sent to me, he made complaint from his heart three 
times on that day.” The next twenty lines are too fragmentary 
to yield any connected sense. About the middle of the reverse 
we find instructions for ritual on certain days; on the tenth day 
at noon a censer; on the eleventh and twelfth, great sacrifices 
(nikfi). There follows a report concerning a complaint made by 
the priest of the Temple of Seven at Nineveh, about whom he had 
sent word to his lord the king. The son of some priest of the 
Temple of Samas has been asked for; his name, Akkullanu says, 
is Zari, son of Nadinapal. 

The next letter of this group, H. 50, K. 1242, broken also, 
refers to sacrifices before which Akkullanu stands. Sumerian 
ritual titles are discernible, and tamarti of Sin and Samas are 
mentioned. HH. 678, 680, 681, are too fragmentary to be of 
value, but H. 679, 83-1-18, 61 is interesting as being a purely 
astrological report. Star movements are discussed at some 
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length, though nearly half the letter is broken away. We may 
question if the writer is the same Akkullanu as above. Bezold 
thinks there are two. Yet knowing the dominance of astrology 
in Assyrian thought and ritual, it would seem that all the learned 
classes and priestly authorities should have some general knowl¬ 
edge of the subject, as it would be impossible otherwise for them 
properly to perform their daily functions. This is supported by 
Thompson’s Reports of the Magicians and Astrologers . Nos. 
81, 259 are from a rab dup-sar; Nos. 109, 266, from a rab 
A. BA.; No. 160 from a dup-sar; No. 58 from the rab A.ZU; 
No. 83, 115F, 183, 243, from a mas-mas. There is a fair pre¬ 
sumption then, in favor of some astrological knowledge upon the 
part of the TU. biti. It is practically confirmed by H. 401, 83-1- 
18, 30, in which the king writes to Zfiru’a and the TU.MES.biti 
of Dhr-ilu, that the month Adar has an excess, and that they must 
adjust its calendar. The various astrological reports from Akkul¬ 
lanu in Thompson’s collection, and the two other similar reports in 
HABL , need not then be assigned to some other than our 
temple warden, as Bezold conjectures. 

Whatever we may conclude as to the warden Akkullanu’s con¬ 
nection with astrology, the passages cited indicate that the 
TU.biti was a very powerful official. That his position was one 
of great honor may be fairly inferred from the case of Nabhsum- 
imbi, previously cited. A nisakku, and sftkfl of Borsippa, he 
would have us know that he is also a TU.biti of Nabti. Per¬ 
haps it is for the purpose of maintaining his right to this position 
that he battles with NabflbGlsunu. Akkullanu’s activities and 
associations suggest high honors. We may add from Nergl. 13, 
“Nabflsumukin, the TU.biti of Nabfl and satammu 9 of fizida, 
spoke to the king Neriglissar thus: Give me Gigitum, your 
virgin daughter to wife.” 

Some further texts must be noticed. In the large inscription 
of Merodach-baladan II one Ina-kibi-BGl is mentioned as a 
hazftnu. Is this the person above mentioned as a TU.biti by 
Ibassi-ilu in HH. 475, 496? For baz&nu is a term sometimes 

#The Satammu kept the Su turn mu or “ storehouse,” to which the TU.biti con¬ 
signed valuable property, and from which the kfipu drew the supplies which he loaned out 
when handling the temple revenues. Compare the g6-tarn bit u-na-ti on Boundary 
stone 103, col. IV, 9, with the u-na-a-ti of the temple in Note 3, supra, and the am ©l 
§6-tam of the am6 ^TU.b!ti of Marduk in VA. 451 {KB. IV, p. 172). The term seems 
Babylonian rather than Assyrian. In Strassmaier’s contracts we sometimes find the 
gat am mu furnishing grain and money from the temple stores. He is occasionally men¬ 
tioned in connection with the Ifdpu. 
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applied to the TU.blti. In H. 65, K. 629 (. JEL ., p. 153.), Nabfl- 
sumiddin writes to the mftr-sarru. The functions shown in the 
letter are those we have already observed. The writer announces 
that the temple of Nabfl will be opened on the third of Iyyar. 
The couch of the god will be consecrated (for this ceremony 
see K. 164, BAS . II, p. 635); the god will return on the 
fourth; sacrifices are announced, and the route of the sacred pro¬ 
cession is given. All may enter the temple who bring one ka of 
food. The writer calls himself the bazftnu Q f the temple of 
Nabfl. In H. 366, 82-5-22, Nergal-sarr&ni writes of a like 
event; the temple opening on the third of the month and the god 
returning on the fourth to the couch. The baz&nu’s connection 
with the ceremonies is noted. In H. 419, 83-1-18, 24, we have 
a joint letter from the sangfl II-u and the bazftnu. In H. 49, 
83-1-18, 13, the bazftnu of the temple is expected to aid in stop¬ 
ping certain alterations. The other bazftnu passages in the 
RFHarper letters refer generally to city officials. Such may be 
observed in the historical inscriptions and in the Tell el Amarna 
letters (cf. Zimmern, ZA . VI, 248). Winckler, AOF '., 246, 
argues that the title was originally that of the prefect of a village 
or petty district. But the ideogram for bazftnu, NU.BANDA, 
is common in early cattle accounts in the E. A. Hoffman collec¬ 
tion (Radau, EBH.). The bazftnu there is only a common herds¬ 
man. In early Boundary stones, II R. 43, III R. 41, the bazftnu 
is a household officer. The inference is that the word bazftnu has 
no restricted technical sense; that it is merely “overseer” (ZA. 
VI, p. 349), and can in consequence be applied to various func¬ 
tionaries. The inference finds support in the Jewish use of the 
borrowed term. Four bazans are distinguished in Jewish literature; 
(1) the bazan, or mayor, of a city; (2) the bazan, or sheriff of a 
court of justice; (3) the bazan of the temple (the “porter” of 
1 Chron. 10:26-29) who had charge of the robes, treasures, and 
utensils and who aided the priests in robing and disrobing (c/. 
the Arabic bazin, “treasure-keeper”); and (4) the bazan of the 
synagogue, whose functions may be regarded as a survival of 
those of the temple bazan. (For particulars see, Jewish Ency - 
clopee cli a, VI, pp. 284 sqq .) 

Considering the very definite character of the reports we have 
examined, coming from the TU.biti or bazftnu, we may fairly 
conjecture, when we find such reports of the order of services 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 



56 


Hebbaica 


coining from one who does not mention his office, that the writer 
is the official under consideration. Thus we may conclude that 
Nabdpasir who writes H. 134, K. 1234, and Nabt!lkuduru§ur, writer 
of H. 858, K. 822, are such officers. 

Compare with the data so far given the account given by 
Curtiss, (PSR. y chap. XII) of the sacred classes in modern 
Syria. “In addition to the care that the minister takes of the 
shrine he is repository of such legends as may exist with respect 
to the origin of the shrine, and the life of the saint whose names 
and deeds are celebrated.” This suggests the Cultustafel. 

In S b 77, 4, we read of an akll kisallubi, or “vakeel of 
the anointed ground.” Perhaps this is the early equivalent of 
TU.blti. 

The passages cited inevitably raise the question, What was 
the relation of this officer to the sangtl? For we have found a 
sangtl complaining of alterations made by a TU.blti. Akkul- 
lanu gives us nearly all the information derivable from the letters 
concerning the sangtl. The latter appears the less conspicuous 
personage because the matters treated do not fall within the 
range of his official activity. He may have been influential in 
popular intrigues, as he is mentioned in two or three reports of 
governors and military officers, and it was deemed advisable to 
place two sons of Esarhaddon in the most powerful priestly 
offices of the empire. While the TU.blti clearly super¬ 
vises the general procedure within the temple, we must not 
conclude that the sangtl had no field of his own in which he 
was final authority. We must regard him as the personage 
who officiated at the great altar upon the solemn occasions when 
the keen-eyed and fully-appareled TU.blti stood in the great 
gate and carefully inspected the incoming worshipers. The reli¬ 
gious texts published suggest the domain of the sangtl. 

From the evolutionary standpoint both officials are certainly 
descended from the primitive custodian of the sacred shrine, 
the Arabian kahinu, the Hebrew cohen. The cuneiform litera¬ 
ture affords some data for the history of their development. 
Neither is known so far in the older inscriptions. We have in 
them the term pate si, sometimes translated “priest-king,” and 
comparable with the Semitic sheikh of a petty district, who may 
also be the custodian of its sanctuary. This translation has been 
fairly questioned. Budge and King [AKA. I, p. xvii; cf. Jensen, 
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KB. Ill, 1, 66) would interpret its use by early Assyrian kings 
as indicating their subjection to Babylonian secular domina¬ 
tion. It may as plausibly be construed as showing that there 
was then little religious differentiation from Babylonia; and 
Lehmann (BAS. II, p. 614) has shown that the early rulers of 
Shirpurla use it regularly, whether they were independent or 
vassals. Moreover, in Assyria they are patesis of gods, not of 
other princes. In the Uammurabi period the patesis are clearly 
a sacred class. In LIH ., 42, we read of one man libbi m&r6 
b&rS, and four libbi mftrft patesi; in LIH., 17, we have two 
men libbi mftrg patesi and one libbi m&rS bftrft. This pair¬ 
ing “the sons of the seers” with “the sons of the patesis” 
recalls the seers or “sons of the prophets” and “the priests 
the Levites” of the O.T. In LIH., 43, we learn of a sharp 
protest made at the drafting of a patesi for corv6e service. 
The recipient of the letter is given to understand that the 
patesis are exempt from such service. We must understand 
this exemption to be upon religious grounds; we cannot 
suppose that one secular governor had seized his confrere for 
corvee service. Compare Ezra, 7:24. In LIH., 91 a sangfi 
of Anunit is included as one of the patesis of Anunit. This form 
of statement makes us think that the sangd is appearing as a 
subdivision of the patesis. In LIH., 38, a patesi in the service 
of one officer wishes to be transferred to the employ of another. 
The king directs that an exchange be effected and that the 
employer see that the pate si’s field is properly cultivated for 
him (cf. Neh. 13: 10-13). This is extremely interesting, as sug¬ 
gesting that the patesi class was not yet concentrated at a few 
great temples, but that many were household priests like Micah’s 
Levite in Judges 17. It would also appear that IJammurabi is 
endeavoring to control the distribution of the patesis; the LIH. 
letters show also that he looked after the temple revenues. The 
grouping of patesis with seers, bftrflti, by IJammurabi, should 
recall the references to visions and a seer-goddess by the patesi 
Gudea, Cylinder A. 

This same distribution of the patesi class is shown us a thou¬ 
sand years later. Boundary stone No. 105, III R. 41, records the 
sale of a piece of land. In the list of curses we find one that 
is unique: an imprecation upon him who shall ignore this deed of 
sale and present the land to any god, or king, or patesi of a king, 
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or patesi of a saknu, or patesi of a bit ^Smi. Remembering 
how frequently we find the kings seizing lands and setting them 
aside for various temple servitors, we may suspect that patesis, in 
the days of Marduk-nadinabi, B. C. 1115, were not universally 
admired, and that they were to some extent household priests, as 
the data above would suggest: and that the term in the boundary 
stone is still a general one for shrine functionaries of any kind. 
Furthermore, we find documents of the later periods showing 
sacred personalities holding two or three leading offices: as Nabft- 
sumimbi, already cited, is both nisakku and TU.blti. And the 
ability of a man to establish his household shrine and priest is 
shown by documents like BW. 88-5-18, 704, cited by Johns, 
ABLCL ., p. 223, in which Ndr-ilisu dedicates to a god one SAR 
of land, and decrees that Pl-sa-Samas shall be its priest, Nttrilisu 
himself laying no claim to the priesthood. This is an excellent 
parallel to the case of Micah (c/. Nbd. 773). One or two passages 
in the religious texts may support this view of the patesi as a 
religious functionary instead of a secular “deputy.” Marduk is 
the well-known mas mas il&ni: the incantations of the mas mas 
ilftni are sometimes called for: in his name evil is adjured to 
leave. But in DES., p. 168, “E” 41, Ea tells Marduk, “perform 
for him the incantation of ilu pa-te-si-M AJJ.” In DES., p. 34, 
“By ilu Pa-te-si-GAL.ZU. AB be thou exorcised.” Is the 
“Great Purifier,” Marduk, the PATESI.MAU? The second 
reference seems to be to Ea. 

In Babylonia the title patesi persists to the end, the title 
TU.blti appearing as early as the time of the Cultustafel. But 
since the restoration described there is “according to the instruc¬ 
tions of the two TU.biti,” and since this office tended, as we 
shall see, to be hereditary, we may fairly conclude that the office 
existed, and that its functions were fixed before the destruction of 
the temple by the Suteans, several centuries earlier. It may even 
date back to the days of Uammurabi, since we have found the 
sangft known at that time. The TU.biti appears in other 
familiar documents of the time of Nabtipaliddin, to be mentioned 
presently in connection with the hereditary character of the office. 

But in Assyria the title patesi soon disappears. It is claimed 
by Irisum, B. C. 2000, who is called centuries later a sangfl of 
Asur (Scheil, Rec . Trav., XXI, 1900); by Samsi-Adad and Isme- 
Dagan, B. C. 1850-1800. Tiglathpileser I. accords these two the 
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same title, VIII, 2, 3. Pudtl-ilu, B. C. 1350, calls himself 
issakku of Asur, the equivalent of patesi. Adad-nir&ri, his 
son, calls himself issakku of Asur in pne inscription, and sangft 
slru of BGl on a stone tablet; he is in this inscription the son of 
Pudfiilu the saknu of BGl, issakku of Asur; grandson of B6l- 
nirftri the sangd of Asur, great-grandson of Asur-uballit, whose 
sangfttu was glorious. Can this varied terminology mean that 
the chief priests of different divinities originally bore different 
titles, arising from the different rites prominent in the cults? 
Sangfl is, up to this point, reserved for the servitor of Asur or 
Istar. Asur-rGs-isi, 1140 B. C., is sangff of Asur, and gives the 
same title to Mutakkil-Nusku and Asurd&n, his predecessors. 
Tiglathpileser I. claims the office. Asurnftsirpal, in his various 
inscriptions, is sangft of different gods; Asur, Istar, Bsl, Ninib, 
and Nergal. (See AKA., pp. 182, 189, 198, 205, 209; Annals I, 
25.) In K. 868 he is isipu n&’du nibit Ninib. Evidently 
he has become “commander of the faithful” of all the more 
prominent cults. The Sargonids emphasize their sangtttu of 
Istar. But Sargon himself, evidently a religious reactionary, 
revives the phraseology of Pudu-ilu 600 years before. In the 
Nimrud inscription he is saknu of B6l, issakku of Asur: he 
repeats this on nuinerous bricks. This is certainly irreconcilable 
with the theory that patesi or issakku, when used by an Assyrian 
king, implies his subjection to Babylon. In some of these brick 
inscriptions we have his title more fully: sakan ilu BGl, issakki 
ilu Asur sakkanak ilu Nabft u ilu Marduk. This supports 
the suggestion that the chief priests of certain gods may have had 
distinctive religious titles. The sakkanakku of Babylon would 
appear to have been the vicegerent of Nabfl and Marduk. 

We may wonder if these royal claims indicate functional 
activity, or mere honorary headship. We do not hear of an 
Assyrian king claiming for himself the honor of TU.biti. He 
would think of himself as officiating at the altar instead of “ keep¬ 
ing the charge of the house.” But Neriglissar, placed on the 
throne by priestly intrigue, tells us that he is the son of Bslsum- 
iskun, the wise prince, the perfect hero, nftsir massarti 
fisaggil u TIN.TIR.KI. (Budge, PSBA ., 1888, cylinder; 
col. I, 11-13.) Is the king boasting of his descent from a 
TU.biti ? In Assyria, did the temple officials, who, in their let¬ 
ters, frequently used the phrase: “We keep the charge of the 
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king our lord/’® think of the king as a sangft whom they 
assisted? Esarhaddon’s favorite oracle, we know, was that of 
Istar of Arbela, sometimes spoken of as Bftlit parsi. He 
declares that Istar of Arbela is a goddess, ra’imat sangfttia. 
In opening salutations Adadsumusur (and occasionally others) 
frequently writes, after greeting the king, a-na pi-kit-te sa 
Bftlit parsi sul-mu a-dan-nis. Does he think of the king 
as the great sangtl of Istar, and therefore include in such salu¬ 
tations “ those who kept the charge of the house” of Istar? Ques¬ 
tions like these are natural in connection with the subject, but 
answers just now would be premature. 

Reference has been made to the efforts of various kings to 
guarantee the maintenance of certain temple officials by freeing 
certain lands or persons from royal taxation, the revenues being 
instead devoted to the temple service, and the produce of the 
lands going into the temple stores, when it was more than could 
be immediately consumed. The term zakku, “dedicate,” secures 
this exemption from secular demands. The chronicler may be 
■copying this scheme in 2 Chron. 31:13-19. Exemptions for 
sacred classes are specified in Ezra 7:24. But the records of 
such royal grants raise the question of heredity, the land so con¬ 
secrated being sometimes spoken of as previously consecrated by 
a former king, and later reverting to the royal domain. An 
example may be cited in K. 4467, published by Johns, ADD., I, 
714. Meissner, MVAG., 1903, III, p. 6 sqq ., collates it with K. 
1989, and 83-1-18, 425, and Bu. 91-5-9, 193. Sargon narrates 
in this deed his restoration of land originally set aside by Adad- 
nirftri to supply the granaries of Asur. Ninety-five imftru of 
land in the fields of the city of the TU.biti, in the campus of 
Nineveh, are reconsecrated. The land is given in charge of the 
sons of former temple servitors. Fifteen imftru of ground are 
set aside for the rab akalft, “like the field of the city of the 
TU.biti—with the field of the governor of Dftr-Sarrftkin I 
■counted it—fifteen I thus consecrated.” This placing of the lands 
of the temple servitors upon the same footing as the land of the 
governor should be compared with Ezekiel’s land system, 45:1-8, 
and endowed state offices in the IJarran census. 

Since the benefice is given to the descendants of former bene¬ 
ficiaries, and the TU.biti are spoken of as though owning or 

9The frequency of the similar expression in the Old Testament should be noticed: Gen. 
26:5; Exod.6:13; Numb. 9:19; 27:23; 1 Chron. 9:27; 2 Chron. 8:14. 
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dwelling in a city, or definite territory, and since Akknllanu, in 
H. 43, speaking of a deposed priest, then dead, recommends his 
son for the vacancy, the fact of heredity in sacred offices, and 
the existence of Levitical cities, is clearly shown. 10 In this con¬ 
nection we have some interesting matter. VA. 208 of the Berlin 
Museum ( KB . IV, p. 94) is from the 22d year of Nabfipaliddin. 
In it Bdliddin, son of Nabft-z6r-iddin, the TU.biti of ilu La-ga- 
ma-al and sakft of Dilbat deeds to his second son his right to 
the entrance fees of flesh of different kinds. In another docu¬ 
ment, much damaged, from the 20th year of Nabfipaliddin, 
we find Nabtlpaliddin, son of Abuft, grandson or Akar-Nabft, 
the TU.biti, complaining that he has received but part of 
the land held by his fathers. His petition in the case is 
granted (KB. IV, p. 92). A very interesting case of transfer 
appears centuries later. It suggests that the hereditary line 
of temple wardens may have been threatened with extinction. 
A TU.biti adopts a son, and transfers to him a right to 6 ka 
of food and 6 ka of drink, a fourth interest (zittu) in the 
flesh of offered oxen, and an interest in the table of the god 
(zitti passflri). This document is dated in the first year of 
Barzia (VA. Th. 123, 124; KB. IV, p. 296). We should not 
infer that the entire TU.bit-u-tu is transferred by this docu¬ 
ment, for we have another, showing partial sale. It comes from 
Uruk, from the time of the Seleucidae, (KB. IV p. 313). The 
seller holds the TU.bit-u-tu of BGl, or at least a one-sixth 
interest in it. He sells for one mina five shekels of silver “one- 
sixth of the day” upon the 16th, 17th, and 18th days, forever, 
with all right to the purchaser to do as the seller would have done, 
with the receipts of the “sixth of the day.” As the document is 
dated the 27th of Nisan, and no month is named in connection 
with “the 16th, 17th, and 18th days,” we may infer that those days 
of each month are implied. Comparing this with the announce¬ 
ment of Nabftsumiddin, already noticed, H. 65, K. 629 that the 
entrance fee upon the festal day will be one ka of food, we may 
perceive how very profitable the wardenship of a large temple 
might be. The document just cited is one of the earliest cases 
of simony or speculating in pew-rents on record. But though 
heredity in sacred offices is shown by the documents cited, they 
also show that it was subject to modifications, as in Palestine. 

MThis question of the city I discuss in “The Semitic City of Refuge,” Monist y October 
1906 . 
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The above transfers of TU. blt-u-tu may be compared with trans¬ 
fers of other sacred offices. Thus, in the fourteenth year of 
Nabflna’id, 84-2-11, 61, ABR. II, p. 20, Nabtlbalatsuikbi 
bequeaths to one son the “dagger-bearership” (GIR. L AL-u-tu) 
or position of official slaughterer in the temple of Esarra, and to 
another son the income of the shrine of Papsukal in the temple of 
Bfilit-samft-ersiti. In MAP. 41, we find in the days of Rim-Sim 
a suit involving the right to five days in the year in the temple of 
Nannar, sixteen in the temple of BSlit, and eight in the shrine 
of Gula. In Bu. 91-5-9, 2175 A is discussed the right to act as 
satammu, for six days in the month, in the temple of &amas. 
And such priestly offices could be held by women, or transferred 
to them: the “dagger-bearership” above mentioned Nabfl-balatsu- 
ikbi states he had formerly assigned to his mother. We may 
conjecture that during her tenure of the benefice a hireling per¬ 
formed the work. Such rights to temple receipts on certain days 
may lie behind the rotation service of the Levites in the Chroni¬ 
cler’s scheme. 
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By A. H. Godbey, 

The University of Chicago. 

In the preceding index the term mftr-sarru was not included, 
as it was not considered to need special explanation. But a care¬ 
ful examination of the numerous occurrences of the term suggested 
important bearings upon a mooted historical question. Perhaps 
this Sargonid title had in the later period a significance which it 
did not have in the earlier. In its technical sense it is considered 
a compound noun. That it has such special or restricted 
sense when used incidentally or in formulae of salutation, must 
be conceded for the sake of intelligibility. To translate “Peace 
to the king my lord: peace to a son of the king,” when the king 
has several sons, would be too indefinite. It must be that “ the 
king’s son” *ar’ i£oxyv (Johns, ADD . II, p. 182, “crown prince;” 
cf. Lehmann, SamasSumukin II, p. 108) is meant by mftr- 
sarru in such salutations. 

In H. 3, K. 492, and H. 365, Bu. 91-5-9, 141, Adadsumusur 
mentions one mftr-sarru, without qualifying additions. Nabfi- 
sumiddin, of the same period ( JEL ., pp. 131, 153), writes in H. 
65, K. 629 to the mftr-sarru. At a later time, in H. 66, K. 
1017, he knows of two princes of such rank, with distinctive 
qualifying epithets. NabClrablabft in H. 175, K. 614, writes to 
the mftr-sarru concerning the shortcomings of the Sidonians. 
This suggests Esarhaddon’s reign. Isdi-Nabfl, H. 187, K. 589, 
and H. 189, K. 1048, addresses letters to the mftr-sarru. He is 
probably to be assigned to the reign of Esarhaddon (c/. JEL., 
p. 156). In H. 108, K. 519, Arad-N&nft, court-physician of Esar¬ 
haddon’s time, writes in his salutations, sulmu adannis ana 
mftr-sarri. Winckler’s theory ( AOF ’. II, p. 185) that Asur- 
mukinpalft’a is meant here, because that prince is mentioned by 
name by Arad-Nanft in H. 109, K. 532, can hardly be accepted; 
the reason is insufficient. There is no evidence that Asurmukin- 
palft’a was ever crown prince. Winckler does not seem to recog¬ 
nize any technical sense for mftr-sarru, and the fact that it is 
specifically applied to two princes who are also called by name, 
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while the other sons of Esarhaddon are mentioned by name only. 
The niceties of Assyrian official etiquette must be given due con¬ 
sideration. In H. 430, Rm, 72, we have a brief letter written 
by a mftr-sarru. It does not seem to occur to him that any 
confusion would result. Surely no other son of the king could write 
as mftr-sarru. In H. 152, K. 1101 + K. 1221, Sarrunft’id com¬ 
plains to the mftr-sarru that his property has been seized by 
one who is neither the king’s agent nor the agent of the mftr- 
sarru. In H. 404, 81-2-4, 62 the welfare of the mftr-sarru 
and his brothers is prayed for; compare like expressions for 
Asurbftnipal and his brothers in H. 453, K. 948. In H. 614, K. 
1152, some one is asserted to be called by Sin and Samos 
a-na mftr-sarru-u-te mftt Asstlr. 

A number of these citations belong indisputably to the reign 
of Esarhaddon. We have evidence, then, that for some time 
during that reign one son of the king, and but one, held the 
official rank of mftr-sarru. 

Does mftr-sarru, or mftr-sarru rabft, as “crown prince,” 
designate the eldest son of the king, as some translate ( e . g. 
Johnston, JAOS. XX, p. 248; cf. contra , Lehmann, Samassum - 
wfctn, II, p. 108), or does rabti imply precedence rather than 
seniority? Sennacherib’s name is suspected to refer to his being a 
younger son; yet ljunni in H. 216, K. 1062, says, “Peace to 
Sennacherib, the mar-sarru rabft, peace to the mftrft sarri.” 
Meissner in MVAG ., 1904, pp. 181-84, and Johnston, JAOS. 
XXV, pp. 79 sqq ., discuss H. 870, 82-5-22, 107. That letter, as 
they recognize, shows that Samassumukin, not Asurbftnipal, was 
the eldest living son of Esarhaddon, it being agreed that these 
two princes are referred to. Yet Samassumukin, we shall see, 
was not mftr-sarru rabfi. The seniority of Samassumukin 
is also suggested by a boundary-stone inscription dating from 
the reign of Samassumukin, published by Winckler, AOF. I, 
pp. 498 sqq. The broken beginning speaks of mftru rftstu sa 
Asur-ab-iddin sarru dannu sar kissati sar mftt Assflr, 
sar kftl sarrftni sakkanak TIN. TIR.ki sar 1ft sanftn abfl 
talimu sa Asur-bftni-apli sar kissati sar mftt Assflr. The 
name of Samassumukin as the king referred to occurs two or 
three times in the body of the inscription. With the seniority of 
Samassumukin declared, we must probably regard talimu as 
signifying equality in rank instead of age. 
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The courtly letter above cited protests against a proposed 
division of authority. Some one speaks in behalf of the desig¬ 
nated prince of Assflr against the proposal to place the eldest son 
upon the throne of Babylon. The style suggests Adadsum- 
u§ur; and this may find support in H. 594, K. 1118 (not quite 
understood, I think, by Behrens, ABB., p. 25). This latter let¬ 
ter shows that the king is angry at some reported remark of the 
old courtier upon the proposed relative standing of the mftr- 
sarru and Samassumukln, and orders a ban upon him. This 
letter settles, it would seem, which son of Esarhaddon was sole 
mftr-sarru for a time, as suggested by the first paragraph of 
this discussion. It was not Samassumukin, as Winckler con¬ 
jectures, AOF. I, 415 sqq., quoted by Johnston, JAOS ., 1904, 
p. 81, where he adds, “If Samassumukin were the eldest son of 
Esarhaddon, he would be the natural heir to the throne.” But 
letters like H. 24, H. 439, H. 594, H. 740, mention one son of 
Esarhaddon as a mftr-sarru, and another as merely Samassu- 
mukln. The conjectures mentioned then fall to the ground. 
Yet Winckler may be correct in connecting the disturbances in 
the last year of Esarhaddon’s reign with the arrangement for the 
succession. That Samassumukin’s dignity was an afterthought, 
growing out of the Babylonian problem, seems then to be the 
fact. That Asurbftnipal was originally sole mftr-sarru has 
several other supports. In I.R., IV, 85, we have a tablet stating 
that a certain palace was built kirib alu Tarbisi ana mflsab 
Asurbftnipal mftr-sarru sa blt-ridtlti. Remembering that 
the great assembly in the month Iyyar, proclaiming the co¬ 
ordinate princes, was held upon the eve of Esarhaddon’s last 
expedition to Egypt, and that he died upon the road, it is 
extremely improbable that any palaces were planned or built in 
that brief interim. Had such been built, at that late period of 
his reign, Assyrian royal idiosyncrasies would lead us to expect 
Asurbftnipal’s claiming to be the builder. This palace for the 
“crown prince” must belong to an earlier period, when &amassum- 
ukln was not yet designated as a mftr-sarru. Asurbftnipal is 
also called “the son of my heart,” or favorite son, in this inscrip¬ 
tion. 

But how shall we understand Knudtzon 107, in which Esar¬ 
haddon inquires concerning the installation of Siniddinapal as 
crown prince? As we do not hear of him elsewhere, Knudtzon’s 
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supposition is most plausible, that Siniddinapal, Esarhaddon’s 
first choice for successor, soon died, and the honor was then 
bestowed upon AsurbAnipal. This may be supported by the fact 
that in Kn. 66, 67, Asurb&nipal is merely “son of Esarhaddon 
king of Assyria;” in all other cases in which he is associated with 
Esarhaddon in these oracles, he is m&r-sarru sa bit ridflti. 
He did not have this honor from the very beginning. 

Comparing H. 594, K. 1118, H. 117, K. 999, H. 118, K. 1026, 
H. 656, 82-5-22, 168, and H. 34, K. 981, we find protests from 
Adadsumusur and his friends that he did not say what he has 
been charged with saying. Notice especially the third and fourth. 
We observe in these also an effective reconciliation, and assur¬ 
ances that Adadsumui-mr and Arad-Gula will officiate, will share 
in the kannu ceremony(?) (^a-an-ni a-bi-ia ni-za-az), and 
that they will support the proposed regime. (Does this word 
]j:annu in these letters mean “installation” or “ordination,” from 
which “jurisdiction” or “province,” an apparent meaning in 
other passages, may well be derivative? Compare H. 409, Rm. 
2, 2, obv. 10: amel b6l pabati sa ka-ni mftt U-ka-a-a: k£- 
pftni sa ka-ni, Knudtzon 107, obv. 4: k^p&ni sa ka-an-ni, 
Kn. 109, obv. 7: rab alftni sa ka-ni, H. 252, K. 525, obv. 8: 
and a letter of IstarsumGres on this subject, H. 670, K. 12, rev. 7, 
a-na ka-an-ni lu se-si-u: rev. 9, ki-ma sarri a-na ka- 
an-ni il-tu-si. Perhaps derivative from kanti, “reed.” So 
SAS., Abp., Ill, p. 30. In various bas-reliefs we may see the 
king handing a reed to some one as token of a commission. 1 

The 22d of Tisrit may have been a day by which the nobles 
should recognize the proposed arrangements for the succession. 
References to flm XXII kam u timu anniu recur in the letters 
cited above. In H. 740, 83-1-18, 26 Ikkaru greets the king; upon 
the reverse he adds a hearty greeting to Samassumukin, and also 
refers to that 22d day. In H. 34, K. 981, IstarsumGres, a close 
friend of Adadsumusur, says, “My lord the king, from his heart 
he did not speak about it.” It may be that he refers to the above- 
mentioned charge against his friend. 

With Asurb&nipal already generally known as a mftr-sarru 
and Samassumukin announced for the like dignity, we have some 
interesting correspondence, possibly upon the solemn prepara¬ 
tions for the great occasion. H. 24, K. 626 gives directions for 

1 See also Johns, ADD. II, p. 124, and farther discussion in connection with the SalSu. 
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certain ceremonies for averting evil from the mftr-sarru and 
Samassumukln,, it would seem; while H. 23, K. 602 tells of 
prayers and ceremonies carefully performed, of purifications and 
propitiations already complete, on behalf of the mftr-sarru, and 
the mftr-sarru of Babylon. Samassumukin has now his new 
title, it appears. Marduksftkinsum, the author of these two 
letters, also mentions the mftr-sarru, Arad-Gula, Nabftsumiddin, 
Nabftmudfiti, and the observances for the month Ab, in H. 17, 
K. 472, H. 18, K. 490. These all are mentioned in the preced¬ 
ing letters cited, and these two fragments may then deal with the 
same matters. Possibly H. 25, K. 639 does also. 

Other letters refer to the status of the two brothers. In H. 
434, Bu. 89-4-26, 163, Asurukin salutes the king, the mftr-sarru 
of Assttr, and the mftr-sarru of Babylon. In rev. 22 he speaks 
pf some one suspected of conspiracy, brought before the mftr- 
|arru for examination. The mftr-sarru evidently had some 
executive pre-eminence over the mftr-sarru of Babylon. The 
broken H. 439, K. 432, 7 ff. greets Samassumukin, and refers to 
ceremonies performed before Ninkigal for the mftr-sarru, but 
Cot as yet for Samassumukin. In H. 654, 82-5-22, 103 Adad- 
Cumusur addresses the mftr-sarru rabtl, calling him also mftr- 
^ar kissat mfttftti, and m&r-sar mfttftti three times. The 
old courtier certainly suggests that there is now more than one 
jnftr-sarru, as contrasted with the state of affairs at the time he 
wrote H. 3 and H. 365; he is explicit as to the one now addressed. 
Even more interesting is his misplaced adjective, added as an 
afterthought in H. 10, K. 641: .... a-na mftr-sar mftt As- 
sur rabft bftli’a. One would suppose the necessity for the dis¬ 
tinction was new. In H. 658, 83-1-18, 81, he writes concerning 
the sickness of Asftr-etil-samft-irsiti-uballitsu, and mentions also 
the mftr-sarru sa kutalli—a variation of mftr-sarru sa 
bit-ridfiti. The sick prince, like Asurmukinpalft’a, previously 
mentioned, has no title, though a son of the king. The titled 
prince, we have already seen, is Asurbftnipal, in the opinion of 
Adadsumusur. 

We may refer here to letters like HH. 33, 202, 384, 386, con¬ 
cerning the taking of the ad ft by officials and various towns. As 
they come to some extent from this same group of writers, and as 
Asurbftnipal declares solemn oaths were taken before his father’s 
death, there is ground for believing that these letters may be con- 
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needed with the great event discussed. The data so far presented 
give a ^erj consistent story of the plan for the succession. The 
months named and the events, compel us to place the publication 
of the king’s later intentions at least as early as the year preced¬ 
ing the great assembly in the month Iyyar. We evidently have 
not a complete .statement from Asurbftnipal as to the object of 
that assembly. The nobles killed with the sword in the last 
year of Esarhaddon may have been those who refused to recog¬ 
nize the new honors of Samassumukin. 

That the mention of a mftr-sarru and a mftr-sarru of 
Babylon is not intended to include all Esarhaddon’s family we 
know from the mention of untitled members, already noticed. 
We may add Arad-Nabtl’s letter, H. 113, K. 501, which on the 
reverse speaks of *nikft sa Asurbftni-apli mftr-sarru rabu- 
u, 7 sa Samassumukln mftr-sar Bftbili 8 sa Sftrfl’a-Gterat 
®sa Asur-mukin-palft-ia, 10 sa &ar-samft-ir$iti-uballitsu. 
Samasmitftballit is not mentioned, unless we could prove that 
the last prince in the letter is he. This I think improbable, but the 
name of the last prince is certainly the same as Asur-etil-samft- 
ir^iti-uballitsu, already mentioned. The view of Johns, ABLCL ., 
p. 375, that the list gives the order of seniority in Esarhaddon’s 
family cannot be maintained. We have seen that Asurbftnipal, 
called in this letter the mftr-sarru rabft, was not the eldest son. 
Winckler’s theory, AOF. II, p. 183, that the last prince in this 
letter is Esarhaddon himself, is very curious. It would require 
us to believe that the punctilious Arad-Nabft disregarded hel*e in 
a letter to the king the precedence due to him; the first law of 
official etiquette. Quite as curious is his theory that Asur-etil- 
ilftni-ukinn! in H. 870 is also Esarhaddon. A princess named 
Sftrft’a-ftterat occurs in each; that is the only proof offered. He 
does not try to prove the two princesses to be one and the same 
save by the other assumption. 

Perhaps the problem of precedence occurred to Winckler, and 
produced his theory of a semi-abdication on the part of Esar¬ 
haddon, wherein the king retained the title sar-kissati and 
made Asurbftnipal sar Assftr. Neither bears such title in the 
letters just discussed; and we have seen that the varied official 
correspondence does not call Asurbftnipal the sar Assftr after 
the great ceremony, but the mftr-sarru rabfl. We would also 
have Sftrtl’a-ftterat and Asur-mukin-palft-ia taking precedence of 
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Winckler’s theoretical sar kissati in the letter that troubles 
him. Winckler, A OF. II, p. 186, bases his theory upon a letter 
of Nabflnadinsum, H, 54, K, 476, to the m&r&t-sarri, in which 
the king is called sar kissati b&li’a. No proof is offered that 
the letter is written to Esarhaddon’s daughter. Even if it were, 
Winckler would have to prove that it was written in the last 
weeks of Esarhaddon’s reign, and his theory would still be 
unestablished. For we should ask if the usage of the term sar 
kissati in the letters supports the limited construction Winckler 
would here put upon it. 

The TIK.EN.NA in H. 542, K. 114 addresses Sargon as 
sar kissati bGli’a. Would Winckler say Sargon was no longer 
king of Assflr? Asurb&nipal is addressed as sar m&t&ti in H. 
266, K. 78, and H. 269, K. 528, though he had a colleague at 
Babylon. Apl&, writing to the queen mother, in H. 324, K. 523, 
calls the king sar m&t&ti. Bslibnl prefers b&l sarr&ni bfili’a. 
Apia, in H. 326, K. 1249, uses both sar kissati and sar 
m&t&ti; evidently of Esarhaddon. Kudurru prefers sar m&t&ti. 
Adadsumusur varies; he uses sarru b&l m&t&ti in H. 5, K. 
583. Nabd-ukin, H. 750, 83-1-18 280, says ana sar sarr&ni. 
Marduk, H. 808, Bu., 91-5-9, 113, uses sar m&t&ti and b&l sar¬ 
r&ni. These are amply illustrative. A subject must recognize 
the king as a king, and as his lord; additional epitheta omantia 
aim at broad compliment, not at precision. The semi-abdication 
of Esarhaddon and a territorial division of authority is not sup¬ 
ported by the single sar kissati from which Winckler derives it. 

Nor can we accept Winckler’s theory that afcu rabfl was used 
to designate a brother whom the king had chosen as his successor. 
In AOF. II, p. 185, he advances such a theory with regard to 
the two sons of Esarhaddon, mentioned in L 8 12, 13, and refers 
to K. 581; but K. 581 as published by Harper, 331, contains no 
reference to the matter. Asurb&nipal’s statement in L 3 12, 13, is 
that he “shaved” (see TU.biti excursus, p. 45) Asur-etil-sam&- 
irsiti-uballij-su as the urigallu of Sin at Uarran, Asur-mukin- 
pal&-ia as urigallu at (Asur?) cf. Sargon cyl. 5, 6, and HWB., 
p. 129, and “The Semitic City of Refuge ,” Monist, October, 1905. 
Johns ABLCL ., p. 306, places him at IJarran, perhaps a confusion 
with his brother; he does not give the document for the statement. 
These two princes, frequently named in the letters, are not 
accorded any title in them. Winckler, for the sake of variation, 
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abandons urigallu in the cited passage (cf . Brtlnnow 6452, 
and HWB.) for afcu rabtl, though the two princes are respec¬ 
tively called abu kuddinnu, and abu $ibru in the same lines. 
Samassumukin applies the same terms to them (cf. Lehmann, 
&amassnmukln p. 30). H. 370, 81-2-4, 49, may refer to this 
elevation to the rank of “Great Protector.” There does not 
seem to me any real support for the theory that an abu rabtl 
might be an alternative for a m&r-sarru rabtl. To Winckler’s 
interpretation is the further objection that it makes Asurbftnipal 
plan a divided authority to succeed himself after he had himself 
objected to such a measure. Moreover, we would conclude there 
was despair of direct succession, and that this record was late in 
the reign of Asurb&nipal. The evidence does not support either 
conclusion. 

The actual order of events in bringing Samassumukin to regal 
dignity and possible co-equality with Asurb&nipal seems fairly 
established as against theories hitherto offered (also contra Hom- 
mel, DB ., p. 169). What were the intentions of Esarhaddon with 
regard to the exact extent of the authority of each? 2 Some light 
may be gained by further consideration of the requirements of 
oriental diplomatic etiquette. 

Taking up the Tel-el-Ainarna letters in the British Museum, 
as published by Bezold, we find No. 1 beginning “To Kallimma- 
Sin, king of Karadunias, my brother, thus saith Amenophis, the 
great King, king of Egypt, thy brother.” No. 2 begins, “To 
Nibmuaria, king of Egypt .... thus saith Burraburias, king 
of Karadunias, thy brother.” Nos. 5, 6, 7, “To the king of 
Egypt, his brother, thus says the king of Alasiya, his brother.” 
No. 8 is especially to the point: “To Nimmuaria, the great king, 
king of Egypt, my brother, my son-in-law, who loveth me, whom 
I love, thus saith Tusratta, the great king, thy father-in-law, who 
loveth thee, the king of Mitanni, thy brother.” Nos. 9, 10, 11, 
show like forms of address. 

Delattre, PSBA ., 1891, 539 ff., treats some of the Berlin col¬ 
lection of Tel-el-Amama letters, as published by Winckler. In 

2 Tiele, Bab. Assyr. Gesch ., pp. 351, 369, 371, makes ASurbAnipal a viceroy, about 671 B. C. 
Hommel, Gesch. Bab. und Assyr.. p. 694, takes the same view, but dates the event 669 B. C. 
E. Meyer, Geschichle Alttrthums , I, p. 447, makes SamasSumukln and Adurb&nipal to be 
crowned almost simultaneously, both owing their elevation to their father. Lehmann, 
t^amaMumukln. pp. 33, sqq ., holds a similar view; cf. Maspero, Passing of Empires , p. 381. 
Knudtzon, Gebete an den Sonnen Gott , p. 220, does not believe Esarhaddon ever thought of 
setting ASurbAnipal aside for Samasdumukln. 
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No. 18, the king of the Hittites addresses the king of Egypt six 
times as “my brother.” In No. 32, Tusratta, king of Mitanni, 
uses the term “my brother” thirty-two times of the king of 
Egypt. The king of Alasiya uses the appellation twenty-five 
times of the king of Egypt. The Azlru letters are published by 
Delattre, PSBA ., 1891, pp. 215 ff. Letter No. 11 begins “'ana 
Dtidu bfili’a abi’a 2 umma Azlru mftruka arduka 3 ana s6pi 
abi’a amkut.” So also No. 38. Compare in 0. T., Gen. 32 , 
17, 18; 33 , 5, 8, 9, 13, 14; 1 Kings, 9 , 13; 2 Kings 16 , 7 . Par¬ 
ticularly interesting is the way in which the king of Israel was 
tricked out of the fruits of his victory over Syria by the quick¬ 
witted Syrians’ claiming the acknowledgment of their king as a 
“brother” instead of a “servant,” or “son.” So also two sup¬ 
pliants in LIH. 48 speak of the governor as “our father.” 

The examples show that diplomatic correspondence required 
the acknowledgment of equality or independence where it existed. 
Equal precision was to be used in defining the reverse relations. 
“Brother” or “sister,” in such correspondence, implies something 
like “peer.” Where family relationships existed, these were 
specified; the relative *rank was still carefully defined, as in 
the Tusratta letters. “Father” in such addresses might mean 
acknowledgment of subjection; it might be mere compliment, as 
in Joash’s address to the dying Elisha. 3 

Looking now to Assyria, we observe the same usage. Esar- 
haddon (G. Smith, p. 24) writes to Urtaku, king of Elam: “Peace 
be to Urtaku, king of Elam, my brother.” K. 359 (SAS., Abp., 
II, p. 51) begins, “Letter of Ummanaldas, king of Elam, to 
Asurbftnipal, king of Asstlr. Peace be to my brother.” 

Considering family relationships, we may remember that 
Sennacherib was m&r-sarru rabtl; yet when conducting impor¬ 
tant operations in the North, in his letters to the king his father 
he emphasizes his own inferior rank, beginning always : “To the 
king, my lord, thy servant Sennacherib.” See HH. 196-199; 
568. Samasmlttlballit, we have seen, was a younger son of 
Esarhaddon. His letters to the king are then to his father or 
his brother. We have two, H. 341, 82-5-22, 174; H. 766, 
K. 475; each beginning, “To the king, my lord, thy servant, 

*Tbis fact invalidates the theory of Tiele and Lehmann that ASurbAnipal might have 
been king of A53&r in the lifetime of Esarhaddon. It is based upon the fragmentary K. 2641, 
in which a king of ASSftr addresses the king of Babylon as “ my father.” See Leh ann, 
SamaiiumuHn , p. 96; Tiele, pp. 330, 352, 370. 
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Samasmlttlballit. Peace to the king, my lord.” The require¬ 
ments of etiquette in Assyria seem the same as those noted else¬ 
where. One should not address the king as “my brother” unless 
he were the peer of the king. 

We have letters from Samassumukln. In H. 426, 80-7-19, 
17; he calls the king “my brother” six times; he does not call 
him “my lord.” He himself is king of Babylon at the time. 
The broken H. 809, K. 5483, is from him ; the king is twice 
called “my brother.” The boundary stone already cited AOF ., I, 
498 sqq ., makes Samassumukln speak of AsurbAnipal as abu 
talimu, “brother of equal rank.” It seems clear that he did 
not recognize the over-lordship of Asurb&nipal in these docu¬ 
ments. How then shall we understand his three short letters, 
HH. 534-536, beginning: “ To the king, my lord, thy servant, 
&amassumukln ” ? It is fair to consider them addressed to 
Esarhaddon. 

Does Asurb&nipal recognize the equal rank of Samassumukln ? 
We know he calls the latter “abu talimu.” We have no letters 
from him to Samassumukin in the HABL. vols. H. 870, 82-5-22, 
107, already mentioned, Johnston considers inspired by him. 
In view of the unwillingness to concede division of authority 
therein shown, any incidental concessions of fact should be 
accounted of much significance. His effort in several inscriptions 
to make himself the source of his brother’s authority must be 
qualified by such incidental concessions, and by the data given 
in the preceding pages. 

Johns, in “The Chronology of Asurbftnipal’s Reign,” PSBA n 
1905, p. 94, favors the contention of Asurbftnipal. “If Esar- 
haddon had set his son upon the throne of Babylon, Samas- 
sumukln must have reigned both in B. C. 669 and 648, and would 
thus have reigned 22 years. If Esarhaddon did not set him 
upon the throne, no one but Asurb&nipal could do it. There was 
no organized native power to elect him.” 

The contention is not sound. The argument to exclude B. C. 
669 from Samassumukln’s reign would exclude it from AsurbAni- 
pal’s also. Probably this should be conceded. The data already 
examined seem to show that Esarhaddon’s plans were for the 
simultaneous accession of his two sons after his own death. 
What organized native power could then put AsurbAnipal on the 
throne ? 
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Johns, ADD. 477, K. 448, has among the witnesses officers 
of the mAr-sarru and the mAr-sar BAbili. The document is 
dated in Nisan. If the general view be correct, that the great 
assembly in Iyyar consummated Esarhaddon’s arrangements for 
the succession; if this assembly be contemplated in the prepara¬ 
tions we have referred to in the letters, the above document must 
be dated in the following Nisan; for in the preceding one 
§amassumukin would have been but a prospective mAr-sar 
BAbili. Letters cited name AsurbAnipal as already a mAr- 
sarru, and greet Samassumukln by name only, seemingly pend¬ 
ing his elevation. It would seem, then, that in the Nisan fol¬ 
lowing Esarhaddon’s death each prince may have been but a 
mAr-sarru of the empire, and that Samassumukln’s actual 
regal dignity must have begun simultaneously with that of his 
brother. 

Johns notices the proclamation, 83-1-18, 45, issued by Zaktfttl, 
the mother of Esarhaddon, AsurbAnipal, Samassumukln, and 
SamasmltAballit. It declares AsurbAnipal to be the rightful king 
of Asstlr. Is not Zakfttu, possible queen regent, a “native power” 
to be reckoned with ? And where is the companion document ? 
After the solemn declaration a few months before, would 
Samassumukln have joined in this proclamation unless another 
had simultaneously announced his own position? Again, why the 
emphatic appeal to religion, to ceremonies, oracles, and portents 
in the preparations of Esarhaddon, when AsurbAnipal had for some 
time previously been known as mAr-sarru? Clearly, AsurbAni- 
pal’s statement about the great assembly in Iyyar is only a half 
truth, if viewed as coming from a historian of the times, but a 
whole truth, if AsurbAnipal is only writing personal history; and 
that is what Assyrian kings really do. It would seem that we 
must believe that the same solemn oaths that bound the nobles to 
protect the mAr-sarrdtu of AsurbAnipal, and afterward his 
kingship of Asstlr, bound them and him to similar obligations in 
the case of Samassumukln and the two younger brothers. Here 
is a force Johns does not fully recognize. AsurbAnipal, in L 3 , 10, 
acknowledges that he was bound in this matter by an oath that 
might not be broken; in VR. Ill, 77, he also acknowledges his 
father’s command. Maspero (Passing of Empires, p. 381) recog¬ 
nizes the power of oaths and oracles. But for his statement that 
AsurbAnipal proclaimed himself King of Assyria at the same time 
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that Samassumukln proclaimed himself King of Babylon no 
proof is given. 

Johns’ contention that Samassumukln’s first regnal year could 
not be co-incident with Asurb&nipal’s (so also Hommel, DJ5., 
p. 169) because B^l-Marduk was captive in Assyria, and the 
Babylonian king could not there take the hands of B6l, will not 
stand. Knudtzon, No. 149, specifically asks “Let Samassum- 
ukln take the hands of B$l” in Asstlr; the very thing Johns and 
Maspero (Passing of Empires^ p. 381) think improbable. In 
citing this document both curiously overlook this precative. In 
the boundary stone already cited, AOF. I, 498, the return of B6l- 
Marduk is placed in the reign of Samassumukln. The writer of 
that document certainly thought the accession of the king ante¬ 
dated the return of B$l. The Babylonian Chronicle, IV, 35, 36, 
says, sattu r6s Samassumukln ina arab Aarfl ilu B6l u 
ilftni sa mAfc Akkftdi ultu alu Asstir flsfinimma ina arab 
Aarfl tlm XI kam ana B&bili Grubflni. Samassumukin in 
Stele S 1 and Cyl. L, 15-17, makes like statements. With these 
Babylonian claims compare Asurb&nipaPs assertion in S 8 , 36-48, 
that the return of BGl occurred in his reign. In L\ II, 26-33, 
he places it in the very beginning of his reign. He claims Mar- 
duk returned at his tearful entreaty. Five lines of prayer to the 
god are followed by two lines concerning Samassumukln’s taking 
the hands of B6l; then follow 18 lines vividly portraying the tri¬ 
umphal procession to Babylon. The Assyrian records corroborate 
the Babylonian. The argument of Johns that Samassumukin’s 
reign must have commenced a year later than his brother’s does 
not seem established. The documents cited apparently indicate 
simultaneous accession of the brothers, the hands of BGl being 
taken in Assyria in accordance with Samassumukin’s entreaty to 
Samas (see below). The brothers must have acted in concert in 
the matter of the return of B6l; each telling of his own connection 
with the matter, in the respective inscriptions, and each adding a 
reference to abi’a talimi’a. 

Johns, in citing Knudtzon, No. 149, says: “AsurbAnipal, 
already king of Assyria” in the month Nisan inquires if Samas- 
sumukin shall take the hands of B&1 that year. Consequently, 
Samassumukin could not have become king in the Iyyar in which 
his brother did. But Asurb&nipal is not mentioned in this docu¬ 
ment! Neither is the reigning king of Assyria! The inquiry 
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may have come from the same “committee” that announced Asur¬ 
bAnipal as the legitimate successor in Asstlr. But if the usual 
forms of presenting an inquiry be a safe criterion, we should infer 
that this inquiry is from Samassumukln himself, if we agree that 
No. 147 is from AsurbAnipal. Each is presented in the normal 
form: the third person. In Samassumukin’s supplication the 
verbs in the opening sentences are precative; li^bat, lillik; the 
following verbs are interrogative; will it be done? It should be 
noticed that not all of these “Gebete” are from the kings. In 
Kn. 143, 144, we hear of AsurbAnipal as mAr-sarru sa bit 
ridtlti; in other later ones he is sar Asstlr. Maspero (Passing 
of Empires, p. 381) also overlooks the form of the above- 
mentioned inquiry of Sarnas, assuming that it was from AsurbAni- 
pal. His statement that the reply was not favorable is mere con¬ 
jecture; and the statement that Bel had to be sent to Babylon 
before Samassumukln could take his hands disregards the above 
order of events as narrated by AsurbAnipal. 

Adding the evidence of the building inscriptions, we find in 
L 5 and S 1 , Samassumukin boasts of the restoration of fisagila and 
fizida, and the re-establishment of the sacrifices. In S 8 , L 2 ; Asur¬ 
bAnipal claims the credit. Each names his afiu tallmu in his 
own inscriptions, and each invokes a curse upon him who shall 
erase the two names. The statements are in perfect harmony 
when we remember that an oriental king names the creditable 
actions in which he participated without stating precisely the 
part taken by others therein. The two brothers apparently begin 
their joint reign harmoniously as equals. 

The royal titles outside the RFHarper letters give a little 
light. Samassumukin, in S l and L 5 , and AOF. I, 498, does not 
accord to his brother the exalted titles given in the same docu¬ 
ment to Esarhaddon. His own title indicates territorial juris¬ 
diction, as though he were sole authority in Sumer and Akkad. 
AsurbAnipal, in S 3 , revels in all the old titles: sarru rabtl, sarru 
danuu, sar kissati, sar Asstlr, sar kibrAt irbitti, sar 
sarrAni, rtlbtl lA sanAn. He rules from the lower sea to the 
upper sea, and has subdued all princes beneath his feet. In L 2 
is the same. But he has waged no campaign; the inscriptions 
belong to the very beginning of his reign, to the time of the 
return of BAl; compare the parallel L 4 , IV, I, in a tlmAsuma. 
The extravagant exordium is merely his indulging in a little idio- 
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matic Assyrian upon the first occasion that offered, though rtibtl 
lft sanftn might conflict with his brother’s claims. 

But years later, in the Rassam cylinder, we find him going 
back to mftr-sarru rabfl sa bit-ridtlti. Is there a sentiment 
in the empire against his assumption of old regal dignities ? Has 
the title invented by Esarhaddon, and placed upon the palace at 
Tarbisi, come to have a peculiar force ? While each brother was 
sarru of a territory, was each thought of as only a mftr-sarru of 
the empire ? May we compare the Eastern and Western Caesars 
and Augusti of the twin-capitailed Roman Empire? In the course 
of the royal annals, Asurbftnipal does not employ the old regal 
titles until the building appendix is reached (X, 57, 58). K. 
2867 (SAS. Abp, II, I) uses the same phraseology. This and 
the Nebo and Bftlit inscriptions, II R, 66, celebrate the overthrow 
of Elam. The two latter call him only sar Assflr. So do K. 
1523 and K. 2652; K. 2674 does so five times. In line 12 it has 
the boast sar filamti. In 69 recur the old regal titles. The 
colophons of texts in his library usually read: “sar kissati sar 
Asstlr.” Perhaps we should not make much of this current 
abandonment of full old regal titles. As “Crown Prince of the 
Executive Mansion” he would like to have us think his brother 
merely his deputy; notice the phraseology in S 3 , 50-55, L 2 , 11-12, 
and L 3 . 

We have seen the brothers’ references to each other. How did 
the Babylonians regard them ? Did they consider their king as 
their own, independent, or as one of two co-ordinate overlords ? 
In K. 233, and in H. 702, 81-2-4, 77 4 the Babylonians bring com¬ 
plaints before the king. The second letter shows the king is 
Samassumukin. The phraseology of direct address throughout, 
however, is “The kings our lords.” Clearly the one king before 
whom the complaint is laid is the local representative of two 
co-ordinate rulers, always joined in one phrase. 

With this Babylonian view contrast the Assyrian. The division 
was not universally acceptable to them; this must qualify our esti¬ 
mate of their expressions. Kudurru, governor of Erech, H. 754, 
K. 5457, reports to Asurbftnipal. The king of Babylon is for him 
merely Samassumukin. Marduk, in H. 807, Bu. 91-5-9, 90, does 
likewise. H. 437, K. 168 does the same. We cannot argue from 
these data with any certainty. Assyrian officers would not be 

■*See “The Semitic City of Refuse” in The Monist y October, 190'». 
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anxious to recognize a king of Babylon, and Asurb&nipal, con¬ 
sidering himself the executive officer of the co-partnership, might 
not be inclined to rebuke such breaches of official etiquette, if 
breaches they were. But there does not seem to have been per¬ 
sonal bitterness between the brothers at first. The policy to 
which they were sworn was distasteful, but that was all. The 
numerous votive tablets concerning the conquest of Elam con¬ 
trast curiously with the reticence upon the subject of the over¬ 
throw of Samassumukln. 

The qualifying phrase, blt-ridtiti, or blt-kutalli, may be 
noticed. Its meaning is not precisely determined. The great 
pre-Sargonid kings boast of their building operations, but the 
royal habitation.is put before us as “a stately pleasure house.” 
Sterner necessities, arsenals and armories, are not emphasized. 
But Sennacherib, Taylor prism VI, 28 sqq., tells of rebuilding a 
great arsenal, or armory, an Gkal kutalli. As it was too small, 
he tore it down, and rebuilt it on a new site, ana sutGstlr 
§almAt kakkftdG, the storing of war munitions, and “my royal 
abode.” 

Esarhaddon, Cyl. A, IV, 49 sqq ., rebuilds this Skallu mabirte, 
emphasizing its use as an arsenal, VI, 46 sqq., and as a royal 
abode, V, 29. 

Asurbftnipal calls the great structure built by Sennacherib a 
blt-ridtiti, VR. X, 51 sqq. It was built by Sennacherib as his 
royal abode; thus Asurbftnipal corroborates his grandfather’s 
statement. In I, 27, we observe that Esarhaddon was born there; 
in X, 59, that Asurb&nipal was also. The latter remodels the 
structure in his turn, calling it still blt-ridtiti and emphasizing 
its military aspects; in I, 34 he mentions his own military train¬ 
ing, acquired within its precincts. It is the markas sarrtiti, in 
I, 24, “the bond of the empire”—its very life. In L 4 , II, 4, blt- 
ridtiti is asar milki u tGme, “the place of consultation and 
news.” Two lines further, the kanni ceremony (?) took place 
within it. Compare the Rassam cylinder, I, 23, where it is blt- 
ridtiti, as against Gkallu in the L 4 passage. 

All of the emphasis of the Sargonids is upon the administra¬ 
tive purposes of blt-ridtiti. Successive enlargements of this 
group of government buildings are to meet the administrative 
necessities. “Harem” and “government building” are equally 
plausible from the etymological standpoint. Choice between them 
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should then depend upon the evidence as to the purpose of, or the 
ideas associated with, the structure. We may notice Sargonid 
usage also in Esarhaddon, B, II, 24: mAt tAmtim ana sibirtisa 
riddt abisu usadgil panuSsu. “Harem” is not possible 
here. We may question if Esarhaddon’s great dedicatory feast or 
the solemn proclamation-assembly in Iyyar would be held in a 
harem. Further, Samassumukln was as much a son of Esarhad¬ 
don’s “harem” as AsurbAnipal was; yet the title mAr-sarru 
raba sa bit-ridati, mAr-sarru sa blt-ridati, or mAr-sarru 
sa kutalli, belongs only to the latter. We may suggest “Execu¬ 
tive Mansion” as an approximate translation; and we can under¬ 
stand that, if AsurbAnipal could not claim to be “king of all kings, 
king without a rival,” as Esarhaddon was, he would at least 
emphasize the fact that he was war-lord of the empire, control¬ 
ling the great central arsenal; that he was “Crown Prince of the 
Executive Mansion.” 5 

It appears, then, that mAr-sarru, or mAr-sarru rabtl, meant 
for the Sargonids the designated successor, as contrasted with 
other sons of the king. With the later Sargonids, mAr-sarru 
sa bit ridtiti, or kutalli, distinguished the ruler at the north¬ 
ern capital from his confrere at the southern. Only Nineveh has 
a bit ridflti. We have compared the two mAr-sarru titles to 
the Augustus and Caesar dignities of the later Roman empire; 
and we have on record a dispute between two court ladies about 
precedence which might support the view that, so far as the entire 
empire was concerned, AsurbAnipal was held to be legitimately 
only a mAr-sarru sa bit ridflti; that his later claim upon the 
old titles was regarded by some as usurpation, or disregard of his 
oath. For some discussion of this letter H. 308, K. 16196, see 
Johnston, JAOS., 1899, pp. 244 sqq. 

“Message of the Princess to Asur-sarrat: Thou dost not 
properly address thy letter to me, nor dost thou mention thine 
own title. Will not people say, This lady is the peer of Sfcrtl’a- 
A^erat, the Princess Royal, daughter of Asur-etil-ilAni-ukinni, the 
great king, the mighty king, the universal king, the king of 
Assyria? And thou art only the daughter of the daughter-in- 
law of the wife of AsurbAnipal, the Crown Prince of the Executive 
Mansion, son of Esarhaddon, king of Assyria.” 

5 Delitzsch connects kutallu with Hebrew Arabic Shall we understand 

it as referring to the concentration of military stores? Did the city Ku-ta-al-la kk 
in LIH. 47, derive its name from its being an arsenal city ? 
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§6rtl’a-6terat claims for herself the title she concedes Asur- 
b&nipaL Asur-etil-il&ni we know was succeeded by his brother. 
Had he really designated his daughter as his successor? We 
may recall the prestige of Sammur&mit, the Semiramis of the 
Greeks; Esarhaddon’s appointment of Tabtla, a lady brought up 
at his court, as ruler of an Arabian kingdom (cyl. A. Ill, 13 sqq .); 
and the frequent occurrence of sakintu, or lady saknu, in 
the contract literature. Compare also “the year when the king 
raised Nikis-midasu, the daughter of the king, to rulership over 
Marbasi” (Radau, EBH . 257; Scheil, Rec . Trnv ., XIX, 55). On 
EBH. y p. 180, Radau translates a tablet of a princess “a glorious 
one,” who makes a votive offering of a mace for the welfare of 
her father. 

The term mftr-sarru occurs in two or three other places in 
the Sargonid letters. In H. 460, S. 51, we hear of mftr-sar mAt 
An-di-a-a. In H. 633, K. 1306, obv. 10, we have ardftni sa 
zinnisat 6kal m&r-sarri. The former is irrelevant to our 
inquiry; the latter, in a badly broken letter, affords no infor¬ 
mation. 

What were the motives for Esarhaddon’s policy? It has been 
thought that he was predisposed in Babylon’s favor, or Samas- 
sumukin’s, and that a modification of his first plans in their 
favor was forced at the last. So Winckler, AOF. I, p. 415. 
The data we have reviewed render this supposed order of events 
improbable; further, a disturbance powerful enough to force 
Samassumukln out of the destined kingship of Asstlr might well 
have forced him out of all authority whatsoever. We may revert 
to the tremendous religious influences brought to bear by Esar- 
haddon. The problem of sacred asylum cities was a serious one 
for the Assyrian kings.* We know of their alternate revocation 
and restoration of sacred privileges; their consecration and con¬ 
fiscation of temple lands. We hear of Sargon, probably an 
usurper, coming to the front with a restoration of the sacred 
privileges of Harran and Asstlr (cyl. 5 and 0), which had been 
set aside by Salmaneser IV. Babylon was but one item in a 
great problem ; and we must add to the elevation of Samassumukln 
to the kingship of Kardunias, Asurb&nipal’s statement L 8 , 12, 13, 
that two other brothers were placed at the head of two great 
sacred cities. Probably we should consider this done at the 

•See article, “The Semitic City of Refuge,” The Monist , October, 1905, 
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command of Esarhaddon, for the preceding statement about the 
oath exacted by Esarhaddon that might not be broken fairly 
introduces the honors of all three brothers. We may recognize 
an effort to solve the conflict between the secular power and the 
surviving privileged cities by placing members of his family in 
the four great official positions, and binding all with solemn 
oaths. It was as futile as similar efforts made by Egyptian 
kings. 
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THE KfiPU. 

By A. H. Godbey, 

The University of Chicago. 

Maspero (Dawn of Civilization , p. 675) thinks this officer a 
mere temple official. Johns ABLCL., p. 213, expresses the same 
opinion. The data available render this untenable. A temple 
could have a k£pu, as in Johns ADD., No. 50, K.336, line 9; but 
in line 10 the tartan has a k&pu; in line 8 is a kepu of the new 
palace. In Nbk. 460 we have a k&pu of the city of Rabza. 
Such passages are numerous and show that the term k&pu 
expresses only the function of the officer, suggesting nothing as 
to the person or institution to which he was attached. 

He becomes especially important for us when he appears as a 
royal official in subject provinces, where interference with the 
religious institutions of the nation is improbable. In YR. I. 58 
and 110-11 Asurb&nipal speaks of ki-e-pa-ni sa ki-rib Mu- 
§ur u-pa-ki-du abu ba-nu-u-a; in II, 32, of sarrAni 
pab&te ki-pa-a-ni sa ki-rib Mu-sur as-ku-nu. We can 
hardly think these important deputies were temple attendants of 
any kind. In Assyria the kApu may. often have been the chief 
official of a city. 1 Asurb&nipal, VR. VI, 83, also speaks of 
ki-pa-a-ni of cities of Elam. In 81-6-25, Nbk., 109, we have 
ki-i-pi sa m&t t&mtim and a ki-i-pi sa a-bu-ul-la-’a. 

Again, the k&pu is an important factor in political disturb- 
* ances in Assyria and Babylonia. In H. 542, K. 114, the k&p&ni 
of Blt-Dakktlri are abroad on a raid, and the k&pu of the 
beleaguered B&b-Bitka appeals to Sargon for help, asking that 
the saknu bring troops. We might infer that the k&pu is 
not himself in command of troops; that his functions are 
not military. 

The k&pu is not frequent in the RFHarper letters. In addi¬ 
tion to the case just cited, we may notice H. 437, K. 168, rv. 9. 
Order is being restored in Akkad; the satammA and 

l Delitzsch, BAS. II, 36, reads EN.^R.MES as Ifgp&ni, not bel-al&ni, in H. 88, 
K. 507; S. A. Smith reads it b&z&n&te; (so also Delitzsch, AL. 1, No. 69; BrUnnow2828. 
These only show uncertainty as to the precise character of the officer known as ■* the lord of 
a town”). 
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are in much fear of the king. In H. 442, K. 543, the ki-ba-a- 
ni whom the king has appointed at Asstlr have . ...sG nu-sa-hi, 
sC si-ib-se i-sab-bu-u. This handling of royal grain is 
significant. In H. 524, K. 588, news from Nabti-ukannik is 
given, “not as Nabtl-ukannik wrote it, but as his ki-pa-nu 
wrote it.” In H. 214, K. 831, a kCpu is in charge of the city 
Q.amfl; acting as a pab&tu? In H. 95, K. 1151, the kCpu of 
Zibte with some other officials and fifty laborers ( ?) is asked for. 
A satammu, ki-e-pu, and a dupsarru are mentioned in a 
broken letter about some gold, H. 476, 83-1-18, 5. Some kCpu 
of DGri has called for 2000 soldiers (or workmen?) for b&l?u 
cities, in H. 868, 81-2-4, 119. Three or four broken passages 
yield no information, showing merely the title. In none do we 
hear of a kGpu in a private or unofficial relation. These 
various data do not permit us to rest with the theory of a mere 
temple official, nor can we maintain that the kCpu is always a 
government official. 

Johns is surely correct, in ADD . II, p. 85, in his discussion of 
the first eight lines of col. Ill, K. 4395. As the first is the amel 
ki-e-pu, the second the am61 TIL.GID-da, also known to be 
the kCpu, and the seventh the amel NI.GAB, usually read 
kCpu, he conjectures that the intervening four may represent 
phases of the kCpu’s functions. Yet with these hints he does 
not seem to have clearly comprehended them, conjecturing a 
rural magistrate as distinguished from an urban one. Magisterial 
functions are unproven by our data. Later in ABLCL ., Johns 
Conjectured a temple functionary. 

The seven titles referred to are, lam6l ki-e-pu, 2am6l TIL. 
GID-da, 8am6l rab irrisG, 4ftm61 rab bal$u, 5ftm6l rab birtC, 
•am©i r ab im&r u-r&t, 7ara6l NI.GAB. If these are develop¬ 
ments from the primitive function we should be interested in 
determining what that was. Johns’ theory of a rural magistrate 
will not explain it, nor harmonize with the occasional appearance 
of the kCpu in connection with a temple or as the agent of a 
private individual. 

The first ideogram above, amel TIL.GID-da, is also written 
TIL-la GID-da, H. 542, K. 114, obv. 8; Tl-la GID-da, 
ME!§, Str. Nbd. No. 637, 8, or Tl-la MES, Str. Nbd. 102. 
In the salutations we meet the phrase tlmC Tl-la GID-da or 
TIL-la GID-da, “days of long life; also GID-da tlmC, 
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H. 736, K. 1030, obv. 6. The amel TIL-la GID-da would then 
appear to be “the man who prolongs life.” Winckler, AOF. II, 
p. 12, collates K. 3500, K. 444, K. 10235. Esarhaddon is cursing 
the rebels of Egypt, Philistia, and Phoenicia. In lines 11, 12, 
“May thy life .... and letters which I have sent thee for a living 
from the k6pu thou shalt not .... If the k6pu is not gracious, 
thou shalt see his face, thou shalt break into weeping, not by 
their means (shalt thou prevail?).” The fragment at least 
suggests that indigent persons might be recommended to the 
k6pu, or appeal to him for sustenance. 

The third title above is “chief of the farmers.” This idea 
connects well with the preceding one. Compare Gen. 47:14-26. 
The Hebrew tradition makes Joseph to be born under Babylo¬ 
nian law in the province of JJarran, and to introduce into Egypt 
a land system whereby the tillable soil falls largely into the hands 
of the king, as in modern Turkey, and the hands of the priests. 
The system is based upon a distribution of fortified store cities. 
The bankrupt farmer secures cattle, seed, and provisions from the 
royal agents. The live stock is largely owned by the government. 
The historicity of the narrative, or the antiquity of the system in 
Egypt, does not here concern us. It suffices that such a system 
was known to the Hebrew, was considered due to a former 
Babylonian subject, and that Joseph’s function was “to preserve 
life;” Gen. 45:5; 47:25. Zaphnath-paaneah has sometimes been 
thought to be a corruption of some god’s name + “let there be 
life.” 

We may include in the comparison now the rab bals6,rab 
birtG, and rab urate ; they would be readily explicable from the 
preceding suggestions as developments of the k6pu. We may 
notice Nbk. 460; Nadinu says, “My lord, thou knowest that for 
seeds to the kGpu of Rabza I sent, and money for the seeds I 
gave him.” The k6pu of JJararftte sends a supply of domestic 
animals to Sennacherib, Taylor Prism, I, 52 sqq. How impor¬ 
tant these distributed store cities would be, in peace and in war, 
needs no minute discussion. They were at all times the life of 
pauperized masses; and necessarily strong cities as well as store 
cities, cf. Exod. 1:11. The overseer of such was not necessarily 
magistrate or military officer. But he was required to be a capable 
man of business, and a methodical accountant. We have already 
noticed the kGpu’s connection with the balsu, and a requisition 


Digitized by CjOOQle 



84 


Hebbaica 


for workmen for such cities, in H. 868. The famous Nabti-bAl- 
sumAte is a kApu in Taylor Prism I, 52, and is kApu of an 
alu birAt in H. 88, K. 507. We may add that the salutations in 
H. 247, K. 1027, suggest that an alu birAt was not identical 
with “garrison city,” repetition not being the rule in salutations. 
Compare Br. 1562: bi-ra-ti = ki-ru-u, “grove, orchard.” 

Various cuneiform inscriptions speak of such stores, or store 
cities. Hammurabi, Prologue III, 18 sqq ., extends the tillable 
land of Dilbat, and heaps up stores of grain for Uras. Similar 
corn stores are mentioned by Gudea. Sargon, Cyl, 37-42, men¬ 
tions his similar efforts. His uniform prices, we may be sure, 
could not be maintained unless the government itself were in the 
market, with ample granaries. “The king’s price” appears also 
in the Code of Hammurabi, §51. 

Joseph’s system would not only make him “the chief farmer” 
of Egypt, but also chief of the royal stud and herds, and hence 
employment of his brothers as subagents. So, in the titles dis¬ 
cussed, a rab urAte would be a logical development of an expand¬ 
ing system; we find him immediately after the rab birtA. 
Nabftsumiddin in the RFHarper letters is the chief of the 
king’s stud, reporting regularly arrivals of horses, detailing 
variety, condition, training, etc. In H. 557, K. 893, some one 
complains of him for having exacted from the servants of the 
king from the fields of the birtA ali provisions in excess of the 
royal orders. Thus the rab urAte and the kApu seem connected 
by occasional references with the alu halsA and alu birAte. In 
LIH . 56, 88, sAb birti of a city are mentioned, in connection with 
grain to be furnished them. Add the letters of H ammura bi con¬ 
cerning his cattle (King, LIH. ),and the royal herd accounts in 
the E. A. Hoffman collection (Radau, EBH.)\ compare Mesha, 
king of Moab “a sheepmaster.” In Camb. 194, the amdl TIL.la 
GID.da of fibabbara, is the proper person to receive 200 geese 
for the temple. It seems that he lets out 50 “mother geese,” 
requiring a return of 200 geese within the year. For the seizure 
of choice animals by royal agents, compare Neb. I, col. I, 51 sqq.; 
contrast 1 Sam. 8:15-17; 12:3. 

That such agents were equally important in the management 
of temple property, or that of individuals, is apparent at sight. 
The temple stores are well described by Johns, ABLCL ., 211 sqq. 
In 82-7-4, 13, we have a single page of a account book. 
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Pinches (BOR. II, 143) thought it a list of “gifts to a house 
of God.” Its meaning is clearer today. Of 765 measures of 
grain borrowed, only 150 were returned directly to the kGpu; the 
rest was delivered at his order to various other parties. In H. 
516, 81-27, 31, is the only passage in the RFHarper letters 
connecting a kApu with temples: “Nabti-ahG-iddin the kApu of 
fisagila, I have put in charge of the revenues of all the temples 
round about Babylon.” Clearly he is not the servitor of some 
god, but a capable business manager, handling temple magazines 
and lands as royal ones were handled. 

Taxes being largely paid in kind, we can understand the 
necessity of Assyrian kfip&ni in Egypt, not as tax collectors, but 
as guardians of the store system upon which the farmer’s ability to 
pay taxes depended. The k6pu in the land of Elam was probably 
called a sarnuppu ; see H. 281, K. 13. 2 Nabti-bGl-sum&te, once 
a kGpu in Babylonia, is in Elam dealing with a similar custodian 
of stores. 

1 Kings 4:26-28; 9:15-19; 10:26; 1 Chron. 27:25-31; 
2 Chron. 9: 5-12 tell of similar developments in Israel, probably 
adopted from the Canaanites. Whether or not they existed in 
Canaan before the domination of Babylonia, about 2100 B. C., is 
yet to be determined. Vast subterranean storehouses have been 
found at Tell Zakariyeh and elsewhere ( PEFSt ., 1899). Neh. 
6:1-13 and Is. 5:8 are worthy of note. The last passage may 
recall the contrast between the small amounts of money or 
produce mentioned in contracts of the first empire and the 
enormous quantities named in contracts of the Persian period. 
The small land owner may have become extinct in Babylonia. 
(Cf. 1 Sam. 8:14.) We do not yet know that the Israelite 
store cities were administered like those of Egypt or Babylonia. 
The numerous loans without interest from stores in Babylonia 
may have been to persons who were renting land from the lender. 
Joseph’s tenants of royal lands pay a rental of one-fifth the crop, 
which recalls a common rate of interest in Babylonia. That royal 
lands and temple lands were handled upon the same basis of 
valuation may be indicated by the frequent dedication of lands to 
the temples. The tenants apparently but changed landlords, pay¬ 
ing the temple what they formerly paid the king. Compare 
1 Sam. 8:15, 17 with Lev. 27:30; see Ezra 7 : 20-27, and Eze- 

2 Treated by Johnston. AEL ., p. 139, and Van Qelderen, BAS.., IV, 257. 
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kiel’s endowment scheme, 45. A comparison of Br. 6475, 6499, 
6513, shows the ideogram for zakti used to express “tithe,” or 
tenth. The “dedicated land” paid the same rate in Assyria that 
was customary in Israel. How old the system was that put the 
cultivation of the temple lands out of the hands of the priests 
themselves we do not know. The Code of Hammurabi, §§ 178, 
182, suggests that it may have existed then. In LIH ., No. 38, a 
patesi is transferred from the service of one man to that of 
another; and the new employer is reminded that he is responsible 
for the management of the patesi’s field. Yet in 83-1-18, 264, 
Nbd. 934, a sangti of Sippara loans temple corn. Probably this 
implies that the temple was temporarily without a business 
manager. Compare Neh. 13 :10 sqq. 

An ideogram for ktipu not found in K. 4395 is AL-la 
GID-da, Brtlnnow, 5752; suggestive of TIL-la GID-da. 
But instead of “lengthening life” this would seem to indicate 
“to lengthen or foster agriculture.” For Brtinnow, 5750, shows, 
GIS.AL = GIS.APIN; 5771, AL.DI = eresu ; 5758, amfll 
AL.AG.A is rapiku. This word Delitzsch ( HWB ., 626) 
allies with sakftku, “to plough or harrow;” cf. CH., col. XIII, 
14, 29, and sikki, “a plough,” in modern Arabic in Syria. 
Brtlnnow, 5772, GIS.SA.AL.HAB is allubappu or sakku 
sa sG’im, “grain sack.” The agricultural associations of AL 
are marked. This new ideogram “fosterer of agriculture (?)” 
recalls the rab irrisG in the K. 4395 series. 

This connection of the kGpu with the agricultural interests of 
the country in all its phases, and his importance when supervis¬ 
ing temple or government lands, suggests some possibilities rela¬ 
tive to early Sumerian kings. ara6l APIN, respectfully addressed 
in some RFHarper letters, might be a title for the king him¬ 
self. In the EAH. collection (Radau, EBH.), are very old 
accounts of royal agents. In some of these the king seems to be 
called “farmer.” PA.LUGAL.ENGAR in EAH. 34, Radau 
reads “overseer of royal shepherds” {EBH. p. 379); but 
ENGAR is usually read “farmer” and is in the adjective posi¬ 
tion, making one think of “officer of the farmer king.” Compare 
also EAH. 25; the oxen accounted for to the farmer king are 
are specifically “plough oxen.” Such “Farmer king” as title 
may be compared with the Hindoo Gai-kwar or “Cowherd” of 
Baroda. Notice also Brtinnow 3819-21; amel AB may be either 
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“farmer, prince, or elder;” suggesting a time when princes 
were farmers. Those believing the Sumerians to be Mongols 
may recall that the Chinese Emperor, the “Son of Heaven” still 
plows at an annual agricultural ceremony. Again, UR-Ningir- 
su (Arad-Ninib?) name of an early king, is simply irrisu or 
ikkaru, Br. 11267. Literally it is “servant of Ningirsu,” who 
is Ninib, Br. 10996, the NIN.APIN, Br. 11007, or DINGIR. 
APIN, Br. 1020, or “lord of dates,” Br. 767. Radau ( EBH . 
23) quotes Bur-Sin, the SIB.SAG or “chief shepherd” of 
Nippur, and ENGAR. LIG.GA of Ur; “mighty farmer” 
instead of Radau’s “powerful shepherd” seems natural. Invo¬ 
cations of Nisaba, the “harvest-goddess,” by the early Baby¬ 
lonian rulers, are to be considered. Against such Sumerian ideas 
set the Semitic preference for “faithful shepherd,” familiar in 
royal inscriptions from Hammurabi onward. Yet the older view 
does not wholly disappear: Babylonian kings boast the title of 
“cultivator of the sacred tree;” Nebuchadnezzar II. calls himself 
“Farmer of Babylon.” Hence amel APIN might be a royal 
title in some RFHarper letters. In the collision of agriculturists 
of the river valleys (see TIK.EN-na) and Semitic shepherds of 
the highlands, it has been suggested that we might find a basis 
for legends like that of Cain and Abel. 

These accounts of royal plough cattle, of temple stores, and 
granaries of the gods, let us understand that a kfipu would be 
needed by every large landholder, sacred or secular. Four sec¬ 
tions of the Code of Hammurabi, 253-56, deal with this system 
of farming. The data above concerning AL and the kfipu 
suggest “means of cultivation” as the meaning of the ideogram 
AL.KAK.A (erGsu -f epfisu). Such means our various cita¬ 
tions have shown to be cattle, seed, and sustenance while raising 
a crop. “Implements,” as Johns translates, is too restricted. 
Yet tools were sometimes supplied. In 82-9-18, 116, Str. Cyr. 
26, a wealthy contractor, Sulft, leases 60 gur of land from the 
ki-i-pi of flbabbara, and is furnished with 12 oxen, 8 irrisfi, or 
cultivators, 3 iron ploughshares, 4 hoes, and 5 appfita of 
corn for seed, for support of the irrisfi, and for provender 
for the cattle. The renter guarantees the temple 300 gur 
of corn. Tools probably came from the sutummu, or “store¬ 
house” of the temple, supervised by the satammu. Ob¬ 
serve the sa-tarn bit unfiti, or “keeper of the tool house,” 
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in Boundary Stone 103, Col. IV, 9. This assistant of the k6pu 
and TU.blti frequently occurs; notice the amSl s6-tam am61 
TU.blti llu Marduk in V. A. 451, KB. IV, p. 152. SA. 
GAL in the sections of the Code is, as Johns translates, “prov¬ 
ender” (Br. 8051, ukullu; see HWB.), rather than “growing 
plants” (Harper). Compare K. 2867, 27; ukulti alpG $6nu 
In EAH. 1 ( EBH ., p. 323), we have “10 gnr grain of the 
king for one ( ?) gur copper, as provender for the cattle.” (Cf. 
II R. 39, 54, c. d.) In EAH. 5 (EBH. 324) we again have 
ukullu as food. The four sections of the Code are valuable as 
showing the indigence of the man who was dependent upon the 
kApu system of farming. Men financially responsible, §§ 42— 
65, make compensation or restitution for their delinquencies. In 
the k6pu system the Code apparently assumes that the delin¬ 
quent has nothing wherewith to repay, and punishes him, for a 
minor offense, by mutilation; for total delinquency he is torn to 
pieces by oxen (Johns, DB. V, 607). Such punishment may 
indicate that those dependent upon the kGpu may have belonged 
largely to the politically inferior muskGnu class. We have 
therein some suggestion as to the hard lot of the man who should, 
according to Esarhaddon’s wish, find the k6pu in a bad humor. 

No English word seems to me to exactly express the meaning 
of the word kfipu. As the agent of private parties he is nearly 
the “factor” of the English landholder; but as supervisor of 
government stores or temple revenues he has not his equivalent 
in western civilization though remotely suggesting the Indian 
agent of the American Indian reservations. I prefer to leave the 
term untranslated. 

The ideogram NI.GAB is often translated “porter.” As a 
name for the k£pu, it may go back to the primitive custodian 
or “doorkeeper” of communal granaries. A Nabfl-b6l-sum&te is 
a NI.GAB in Johns’ ADD. 9, line 14. A rab NI.GAB.MES 
occurs in ADD. No. 150, line 6. 
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A NEW ASPECT OF THE SUMERIAN QUESTION. 

By Morris Jastrow, Jr., 
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Despite the confident tone assumed by some Assyriologists, 
what has come to be known as the “Sumerian problem” is still 
far from having reached a solution that can be regarded as 
altogether satisfactory, and those who are not content with the 
tacit acceptance of a “tradition” cannot be satisfied with any 
other solution of the problem than the one to which the term 
“definite” can justly be applied. The impartial student must 
confess, however reluctantly, that this “definite” solution has not 
yet been reached. Granting that the evidence is sufficient to 
establish the hypothesis that “Sumerian” represents a real lan¬ 
guage, different and quite distinct from the Babylonian, and not 
merely a more or less artificial method of writing Babylonian — 
an outgrowth of the earlier period in which the method of con¬ 
veying thought through writing was essentially ideographic—it 
still remains for the “Sumerologists,” as the advocates of the 
former view may be called, to determine the group of languages 
to which the “Sumerian” belongs. All attempts to do so have 
failed, 1 and it must be confessed, rather sadly, that no serious 
progress toward such determination has been made since Professor 
Paul Haupt presented his paper on “Die sumerisch-akkadische 
Sprache” 2 at the International Congress of Orientalists in 1881. 

1 See Winckler’s statement in his very recent publication, Auszug aus der vorder- 
asiatischen Oeschichte , p. 1. 

2 Published in the Verhandlungen des fUnften internationalen Orientalisten-Gonffressea 
(Berlin, 1881), Vol H, 1, pp. 249-87. 
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Professor Haupt was generous enough to attach to his paper an 
appendix by Professor Otto Donner, 8 in which that eminent 
scholar showed that the “Akkadian,” as it was then generally 
called, showed no affinity to the “Ural-Altaic” group with which 
“Sumerologists” were disposed to class it. Since that time 
Hommel alone has had the courage—or temerity—to tackle this 
particular problem, but the acceptance of his views on this, as on 
so many other questions, has been confined to one scholar—him¬ 
self. 4 The most recent writer on the “Sumerian” problem, Fossey, 5 
has confined himself so far to an attempted refutation of Hal6vy’s 
“anti-Sumerian” hypothesis, without any indication, beyond some 
vague hints, as to the place to be accorded to the non-Semitic 
idiom of the Euphrates valley in the “Turanian” group or groups. 

But besides the philological aspect of the problem, to which 
until recently the almost exclusive attention of scholars has been 
directed, there are ethnological and archaeological phases which 
are scarcely less important. If the “Sumerian” represents a non- 
Semitic idiom, then the Sumerians ought to be a non-Semitic 
people; but the ethnological evidence for the predominance at 
one time of non-Semites in the Euphrates valley is confined to a 
number of mutilated heads of statues, which turn out to be por¬ 
traits of the priest-king Gudea, 6 and to sculptures on early monu¬ 
ments. Three features in these heads have been singled out as 
proofs that they represent a non-Semitic type: (1) the turban-like 
head-dress, (2) the beardless face, and (3) the supposed con¬ 
trast to the features of Semitic rulers. In regard to the head¬ 
dress, it is sufficient to recall that it can hardly be seriously taken 
as an index of race unless it can be shown, which is manifestly 
impossible if not absurd, that the turban which is characteristic 
of the ancient Arab and of the modern Bedouin was adopted by the 
Semites from their “Sumerian” enemies. The beardless face, as 
the shaven head in the case of early statues and monuments, may 
be due to a religious rite, or, as in the case of the statue of King 

3 Pp. 39-48 in the separate edition of the papor. 

* Despite this fact, Hommel, in his latest work, Geographic und Gcschichte des alien 
Orients, pp. 21 sq., firmly clings to his position that the Sumerian belongs to the Altaic branch 
of the Ural-Altaic group. The list of “Sumerian” words, with their supposed Turkish 
equivalents which ho furnishes on p. 22, does not inspire confidence in his method. 

t» Manuel d'Asspriologie, Livro troisi&me, chapitre II, “Origine sum6rionne de l’6criture 
babylonienne."’ 

ft See De Sarzec, Dtcouvertes en Chaldee, I^ re Partie, pp. 129-45, and Heuzey, Revue . 
d'Assyriologic, Vol. V, pp. 18-22. 
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Daudu found at Bismya—the ancient Adab 7 —to the rude char¬ 
acter of the art; and the same factor minimizes the value of any 
deductions to be drawn from the general features of the individuals 
portrayed on early monuments. This argument, to be sure, does 
not apply to the Gudea heads, the workmanship of which repre¬ 
sents a more advanced art, 8 and Hommel was quite certain, 
immediately upon the discovery of these heads, that they repre¬ 
sented non-Semitic types. 9 Unfortunately, however, the noses 
are wanting on these heads, and ethnologists are agreed that, 
without so essential a feature, the criteria for determining the 
type represented are hopelessly imperfect. On the other hand, 
in the case of the figures on the monument of Ur-Enlil, which 
belongs to the very oldest period known, the late Professor Cope 10 
—a most competent authority — declared that the noses and eyes 
pointed to a Semitic type, although other features, like the short¬ 
ness of the jaw, did not appear to be Semitic. Granting, there¬ 
fore, along with the assumption that the Sumerian represents a 
real language, that several races helped to produce the Euphra- 
lean culture, until something of a definite character shall have 
been determined regarding the specific origin and nature of the 
supposed non-Semitic population of Babylonia, the ethnological 
aspects of the problem are as far removed from the stage of a 
“definite” solution as the philological problem. The same criti¬ 
cism is to be passed upon the archaeological assets involved in 
the Sumerian problem. The position once taken by Sumerolo- 
gists that a “Sumerian” text is to be regarded as indicative of 
the religious ideas and practices of the Sumerians, or of their 
social customs, their form of government, or the like, has been 
abandoned, ever since it was recognized that such texts may rep¬ 
resent translations from the Babylonian-Assyrian into “Sumerian.” 
Zimmern admitted this for the so-called “Penitential Psalms.” 11 
What applies to these productions applies to other hymns and 
prayers. The incantation series likewise bear all the marks of 

7 See Banks, Biblical World , 1904, pp. 377-79. 

8 It is to be remembered, however, that even in these statues, as Heuzey has shown 
(foe. cit.), the artists showed no regard for the proper proportions of the body in relation¬ 
ship to the head. 

9 See his Geschichte Babyloniens , pp. 241 sq. 

l°Hilprecht, Old Babylonian Inscriptions , Vol. I, 2, p. 48, note. 

n Babylonischc Busspsalmen , p. 1. I say “so-called ” Penitential Psalms, for these pro¬ 
ductions are not to be separated from other prayers in the Babylonian-Assyrian literature 
See the writer's Religion Babyloniens utid Assyrians Vol. II, p. 10. 
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being such “translations,” or, to put it more correctly, of having 
been originally written in Babylonian-Assyrian. Sayce’s attempt 
to distinguish between “Sumerian” and “Semitic” elements in 
the religion of Babylonia and Assyria, as first made in his “Hib- 
bert Lectures,” 12 and repeated, though with less assurance, in his 
more recent “Gifford Lectures,” 18 fails to take cognizance of this 
fact, and it is sufficient to recall the extravagances to which 
scholars were led about twenty years ago as to the number and 
character of loan-words from the “Sumerian” in Babylonian,on the 
assumption that everything found in a “Sumerian” text or in the 
“Sumerian” column of a syllabary was non-Semitic, to demon¬ 
strate the untenability of the position maintained by the earlier 
Sumerologists. 14 It is now admitted that the earliest historical 
and votive inscriptions contain Semitic words and Semitic con¬ 
structions, 15 and so strong an adherent of the non-Semitic char¬ 
acter of the “Sumerian” language as Winckler frankly admits 15 
that no satisfactory criterion has as yet been found for distin¬ 
guishing between the “Semitic” and “non-Semitic” elements in 
the complex fabric of Euphratean culture. 

Whatever, therefore, our individual attitude toward the Sumer¬ 
ian problem may be, we ought all cheerfully and gratefully to 
acknowledge our great debt to Joseph Hal6vy, the author and con¬ 
sistent advocate of the “anti-Sumerian” hypothesis for a period 
of over thirty years, to whose acute and effective criticism of the 
defects in the agsumptions, arguments, and conclusions of the 
“Sumerologists,” the important modifications and limitations, 
introduced from time to time in the formulation and implications 
of their position, are due. It was Hal6vy who, by his insistence 
upon the absurdities to which his opponents were led, forced from 
them the admission that a considerable number of the phonetic 
values attaching to the signs of the cuneiform syllabary were of 
Semitic origin. The number of signs placed in this category 
grew until at present at least one hundred of such phonetic values 

12 Religion of the Ancient Babylonians , pp. 325 sq. 

l'* Religions of Ancient Egypt arid Babylonia , Lecture 5. 

u Quite a different method is pursued by Leander in his valuable work, Sumerische 
LehmcOrter irn Assyrischen (Upsala, 1903), although here words are still entered as “Sumer¬ 
ian” on the basis of occurrence in “Sumerian” texts which are in all probability good 
Semitic terms; e. g. y abulmafy “great gate,” abzu “ocean,” azu “ physician,” ekallu “ palace,” 
kimafytyu “ sarcophagus,” etc. 

1 5 See, e. p., Radau, Early Babylonian History , pp. 145 sq. 

i«Z>/e VOlker Vorderasiens (Leipzig, 1900), p. 8. 
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are by common consent admitted to be derived in one way or the 
other from Semitic words. It is again due to Hal6vy that the 
** Sumerologists were led to admit that “Sumerian” texts could be 
written by Semites for the purpose of giving their thoughts an 
outward archaic form; and while, as a matter of course, it does 
not follow from this admission that the “Sumerian” may not 
have been a genuine language, it favors the assumption that the 
“translations” from Babylonian-Assyrian into Sumerian represent 
an artificial process that may well have arisen out of a more 
primitive but natural method of giving graphic expression to 
language by means of ideographs, with the addition of numerous 
devices and conventional signs to represent modifications in verbal 
forms and in nouns that in a phonetic system can be more simply 
and more accurately indicated. If we recall that all writing, even 
of the most advanced form, is largely symbolic, we ought not to 
be astonished at the predominance of artificial devices in early 
attempts; and while, on the one hand, practical considerations 
would tend to the simplification of systems of writing, the mystery 
involved in the ability to convey one’s thoughts by means of 
graphic signs would counteract this tendency and encourage the 
disposition, especially for official purposes and in matters con¬ 
nected with the cult, to surround the system with a certain 
amount of “cryptic” subterfuges. 

Hal6vy, to be sure, has time and again protested against the 
application 17 of the term “cryptography” to his anti-Sumerian 
hypothesis, but he has weakened his case somewhat, it seems to 
me, by not emphasizing with sufficient force the largely artificial 
character of the “Sumerian” method of expressing one’s thoughts, 
due, as is here suggested, to the two factors: (1) the inherent 
artificiality in every form of script, which is most pronounced at 
the period when a people attempts to modify a more or less primi¬ 
tive picture script in the endeavor to fix in writing facts and 
thoughts which, to a large extent, are in advance of the grade of 
culture which gave rise to the graphical system in question; and 
(2) the mystery connected in the popular mind with any form of 
writing. 

Even in a purely hieroglyphic script the artificial element 
inevitably makes its appearance. To represent a man by a picture 

77 See, e. g Hal6vy, “Le sum6risme et l'histoire babylonienne,” Revue atmitique, Vol 
VIH, pp. 239 sq and the references in Weissbach, Sumerischc Frage , p. 136. 
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of a man is a natural process, but to represent a man by a human 
head or a leg is already an artificial process; and when the idea 
of speaking is expressed by the picture of a man with his hand to 
his mouth, we have advanced a step further in the direction of 
artificialty. Developing along these lines, it is possible, by means 
of a comparatively simple picture script, to indite short dedicatory 
inscriptions on monuments or votive objects, and even to give a 
brief account of a military expedition; but when the need or the 
desire arises to give a permanent form to incantation formulae, to 
prayers whose efficacy has been tested, or to the collection, of 
omens and their significance as a guide for human conduct, and 
where much, if not everything, depends upon the nicety of expres¬ 
sion, the artificial process becomes intensified tenfold in the 
endeavor to represent these niceties until the auspicious moment 
comes when the thought arises in the mind of a priest, keener 
than the rest, of substituting for the cumbersome, and at best 
vague, ideographic method a phonetic system with its flexible and 
adaptable basic principle. The phonetic system of the Baby¬ 
lonian script is obviously an artificial process, and this trait clings 
to it as it does to the next stage—the alphabetic, as represented 
by the Persian cuneiform—whether we adopt the “Sumerian” or 
the “anti-Sumerian” hypothesis. 

That the newer and simpler phonetic method, however, did not 
drive the older ideographic method out of the field is due to the 
conservative instinct which prompted the retention for the reli¬ 
gious cult of the “ideographic” texts already in use, as well as 
the production of new ones written in the old style. Again, in 
the writing of proper names of persons, gods, or countries which, 
because of the ideas associated with the “name,” had a religious 
aspect, the ideographic style would naturally be retained; and one 
can also understand that, despite its cumbersome character, nu¬ 
merous expressions conveyed in this style that had become, as it 
were, stereotyped would be bodily carried over into the new pho¬ 
netic method. Certainly, on the supposition of a single language 
as the vehicle for thought in the Euphrates valley, the “mixed” 
character of practically all the historical, and most of the religious, 
texts can better be accounted for—other things being equal — 
than on the assumption that the Semites, who could not have 
been interested in the preservation of the language of the dispos¬ 
sessed “Sumerians,” should have continued to a late day to 
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preserve “Sumerian” methods of writing, and to write the dis¬ 
tinctively Semitic names of rulers and individuals in the “Su¬ 
merian” style. 

A second factor that would, on the supposition of a single lan¬ 
guage underlying the “Sumerian” and “Babylonian” systems of 
writing, account for the deliberately artificial character of the 
former and the persistency of artificial methods in the graphic 
expression of thought, is involved in the mysterious character 
attached in the popular mind to writing of any kind, and from the 
influence of which “superstition” (if we choose to call it so) even 
the intellectual class in antiquity would not be entirely free. The 
power supposed to reside in the spoken word, upon which the 
entire incantation lore, constituting so large an element in the 
Babylonian religion—as in all ancient cults—rests, was naturally 
transferred to the written word. Writing being an art confined 
to the priests in ancient society, who were the intellectual guides, 
as well as religious leaders, of the people, the masses must have 
been as much awed by the strange signs that had a meaning for 
the initiated only as they were by the power of these favored ones 
to bring about a response from the deities or to control demons— 
invoking or exorcising them at their will—through the utterance 
of certain formulae. If it be borne in mind that to this day the use 
of amulets of one kind or the other, containing names of angels or 
demons, or some mystic formulae, or extracts from sacred writ¬ 
ings, is still widespread in the Orient; that up to a late period the 
Jews, e. g., continued to associate an element of mystery with both 
the spoken and the written “Divine name;” that the cabalistic 
lore of the Middle Ages is bound up with the “mystery” attached 
to writing; that the untutored among the modern Arabs regard the 
written prescription of a physician as efficacious as the medicinal 
dose and therefore swallow both, it stands to reason that the 
ancient Babylonian scribes were not free from the influence of 
this aspect of writing. Under the influence of the mysterious 
element involved in giving a graphic expression to one’s thought, 
every ancient system of writing, as it developed from a purely 
picture script to a more elaborate method of expressing precise 
formulae and niceties of thought, would acquire a “cryptographic” 
aspect—precisely as modern stenography is essentially “crypto¬ 
graphic”— that is, an artificially devised system, the key to which 
is needed in order that it should become intelligible. Employed 
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in this sense, Hal6vy ought not, and probably would not, object to 
the application of the term “cryptographic” to his anti-Sumerian 
theory, for the phonetic method of writing Babylonian is likewise 
not free from a cryptographic aspect. We can well understand 
that, in addition to the conservative instinct leading to the reten¬ 
tion of the traditional ideographic script for certain kinds of texts, 
this element of mystery connected with writing should have 
favored the accentuation of the “cryptographic” aspects, and thus 
directly contributed to the further development of purely artificial, 
as distinguished from more natural, methods of conveying one’s 
thoughts through the medium of writing. In direct proportion 
as writing tended to become an art confined to the priests, the 
latter would be prompted by the instinct of self-preservation to 
invest the writing with as much mystery as possible, so mysteri¬ 
ous, at least, that without access to the key it would remain a 
puzzle to the uninitiated. 

From whatever point, therefore, we view the development of 
writing in the Euphrates valley, there would be powerful influ¬ 
ences at work toward giving the older, and, in part, the newer, 
form of writing an artificial character. That the “Sumerian” 
presents many features which represent distinctly artificial pro¬ 
cesses is self-evident. It is sufficient to point to the frequent 
occurrence of the reduplication of signs to indicate the plural, as, 
e. g ., an-an “gods,” kur-kur “countries,” by the side of a genuine 
suffix ne or ene; the formation of the abstract of nouns by placing 
the syllable nam before the ideograph expressing the ordinary 
noun; the large number of prefixes attached to verbs, used to a con¬ 
siderable extent interchangeably, and corresponding to a variety of 
modifications of the fundamental idea attached to the accompany¬ 
ing ideograph; and more the like. It is inconceivable that a 
people possessing a high degree of culture, such as must have 
characterized the “Sumerians,” on the assumption of the theory 
maintained by the Sumerologists, should not have perfected their 
script to a larger degree, and should have rested content with the 
vagueness and total incapacity for expressing niceties of thought 
that mark the Sumerian method of writing; whereas, on the sup¬ 
position that these artificial features represent a species of stenog¬ 
raphy intelligible to those possessing the key, a much more 
satisfactory account can be given of the puzzles which the 
Sumerian presents even to those who believe that it represents a 
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language quite distinct from the Babylonian and belonging to a 
linguistic group that differs in toto from the Semitic Babylonian. 

To be sure, the artificial character of the Sumerian being 
granted, it does not yet follow that the basis may not be a lan¬ 
guage different from the Babylonian; but at all events it is a great 
gain to establish the fact that what passes as Sumerian is to a 
large extent an artificial product, due to the Semitic settlers of 
the Euphrates valley; and if it reverts to a non-Semitic language 
once current in Babylonia, it no longer represents that language 
in its purity. The problem then consists in endeavoring to sepa¬ 
rate the artificial elements contributed by the supposed Semitic 
conquerors of the “Sumerian” founders of the Euphratean cul¬ 
ture from the genuine features which belong to the language 
spoken by the founders—a task that has not yet been attempted, 
and which does not promise much success to the one who under¬ 
takes it. 

These considerations of some of the aspects of the Sumerian 
problem are suggested by a remarkable concession made to 
Hal^vy’s theory recently by an Assyriologist who is peculiarly 
competent to handle the vexed Sumerian problem. I refer to 
Dr. Rudolf Brtinnow, the author of the indispensable “Classi¬ 
fied List,” and who in the gigantic task of preparing that 
work was at every point brought into direct contact with the 
problem of the relationship between Babylonian and the so-called 
Sumerian. In a recent number of the Revue s6mitique 18 there 
appears a most suggestive series of letters exchanged between 
Hal6vy and Brtinnow, which should be read, not only by all 
Assyriologists, but by all Semitists, as well as by students of lin¬ 
guistics in general. Passing far beyond the position taken by 
Sumerologists in admitting that the genuine Sumerian has been 
tampered with by the Semites of later days and “semitized” to a 
certain degree, Brtinnow is prepared to accept the view that all 
the so-called bilingual texts revert to a Babylonian origin, and 
that the so-called “Sumerian” version is in all cases a translation 
from the Babylonian. This position carries with it as a necessary 
corollary that a much larger portion of the phonetic values in 
cuneiform syllabary is of Semitic origin than is admitted by him in 
his “Classified List.” Indeed, one might conclude that Brtinnow 
concedes the entire syllabary to be based on Semitic Babylonian, 

I 8 V 0 I. XIII (July, 1905), pp. 259-75. 
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for the novelty of the thesis that he puts forward consists in the 
proposition that the Sumerians, in whose existence as a people 
distinct from the Babylonians he still believes, represent, not the 
original inhabitants of the Euphrates valley, nor the founders of 
the Euphratean culture, but late comers who adopted and absorbed 
the Semitic civilization of the region, including the script and the 
syllabary which they used for writing their own non-Semitic lan¬ 
guage. The “Sumerian” votive texts and historical inscriptions, 
from this point of view, would represent the attempt of these new¬ 
comers to substitute for the language of the Semitic founders of 
the Euphratean culture that of the conquering people, while the 
bilingual texts—chiefly religious—would similarly form a part 
of the process involved in the absorption of the religious ideas, 
ritual, and customs of the Semites. Instead, therefore, of “Su¬ 
merian loan-words” in Babylonian, most if not all of the examples 
adduced by Leander in his recent monograph 141 —which, by the way, 
suggested the correspondence between Brttnnow and Hal6vy — 
would be Babylonian loan-words in Sumerian. The non-Semitic 
conquerors maintained themselves for a sufficiently long time to 
acquire for their language official recognition, so that after their 
expulsion—or, if you choose, after their sway had come to an end 
— the Semitic “reconquerors” maintained the use of Sumerian, 
to a certain extent at least, in the cult, and continued to employ 
“Sumerian” for official purposes. The influence thus exerted by 
the Sumerian would account for such elements in the Babylonian 
method of writing and in the language itself as appear to be 
“non-Semitic.” Naturally, Brttnnow does not attempt to specify 
when the “Sumerian” invasion took place, or how much earlier the 
Semites were in possession, but the entire movement must have 
terminated before the date of the oldest “Sumerian” inscriptions, 
which, as admitted by the Sumerologists, contain Semitic worda 
and show traces of Semitic constructions. 

The honored name and distinguished services of Brttnnow jus¬ 
tify a careful and respectful consideration of any views advanced 
by him. In the present instance, the most noteworthy feature of 
the Brttnnow-Hal6vy correspondence is the circumstance that 
Brttnnow recognizes the unsatisfactory character of the solution 
proposed by the “Sumerologists” who constitute the large majority 

i^See above, and Hal6vy’s detailed review in the Revue stmitique, Vol. XII, pp. 22S-45* 
325-48; Vol. XIII, pp. 23-53, “Les pr6teudus mots sum6riens emprunt^s en Assyrien.” 
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among Assyriologists. He justifies, therefore, the attitude of 
those (among whom I range myself) who have felt all along the 
inherent weakness of the current hypothesis, and who have recog¬ 
nized the absurdities to which it has led, without, however, being 
able to satisfy themselves that Hal6vy has as yet found the real key 
to the solution of the puzzle. As a matter of course, persons main¬ 
taining such an attitude lay themselves open to the charge (or 
suspicion) of being “noncommittalbut when one recalls the 
number of theories of all kinds that have been shipwrecked in 
the stormy career of Assyriological science, a certain reserve in 
connection with the most difficult and perplexing of all problems 
in the realm of cuneiform research seems fully justified. The 
new aspect of the problem suggested by Brtlnnow’s letters to 
Hal6vy shows that the definite solution of the problem has not 
yet been reached, and this admission is an important gain for 
Hal6vy, whose voice for over thirty years has rung out against a 
hasty acceptance of a defective theory. 

Coming now to a more specific consideration of the merits of 
Brtlnnow’s view, it must also be recognized as a distinct gain for 
Hal6vy that Brttnnow separates the question of the origin of the 
Euphratean culture from the “Sumerian” problem. The conten¬ 
tion of the “Sumerologists” has always been that the “Sumerian” 
origin of the cuneiform syllabary carried with it the non-Semitic 
origin of the entire culture of the Euphratean valley which, 
according to the current view, was adopted by the Semites upon 
conquering Babylonia. This view involved the religious ideas as 
expressed in the names of the gods and in a considerable part of 
the cult; but since a study of the Babylonian-Assyrian religion 
betrays not the slightest trace of a break from the earliest period 
known to us down to the latest—the names of all the gods being 
expressed in “Sumerian” and Babylonian and used interchange¬ 
ably, and the development of the religion, so far as it can be 
traced, proceeding in a perfectly normal manner—there was only 
one of two conclusions to be drawn: either that there were no 
distinctive Semitic features in the Babylonian-Assyrian religion, 
or that Sumerian and Semitic constitute synonymous terms. The 
former alternative is manifestly absurd, in view of the relationship 
between the religions of Babylonia and Assyria and the religion 
of other Semitic peoples, while the latter destroys the basis of the 
“Sumerian” hypothesis. What applies to the religion applies. 
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though in a different degree, to the other phase of the culture in 
the Euphrates valley. Brttnnow’s proposition does away with this 
difficulty. Separating the question as to the existence of a 
“Sumerian” language from the question as to the origin of the 
Euphratean culture, he clears the way for the acceptance of the 
fact that this culture, whatever its origin may be, is so thoroughly 
Semitic—or, if you choose, “semiticized”—at the earliest period to 
which it can be traced back, as to leave no room for any possible 
“non-Semitic” elements. Though Brtlnnow confines himself in 
his discussion largely to the linguistic features of the problem, 
he would no doubt be willing to include in his sweep the reli¬ 
gion, the form of government, the social life, as well as the script. 
Indeed, he says in one passage 20 that he grants Hal6vy “toute la 
civilisation” as pre-Sumerian. To be sure, he does not concede 
the purely Semitic origin of the Euphratean culture, but is inclined 
to believe that it is a “mixed” product, due to the meeting of 
various races in the Euphratean valley, in which mixture, how¬ 
ever, the Semitic element predominated, and eventually gained 
the supremacy. This theory, however, is entirely independent of 
the “Sumerian” problem and may be set aside in any discussion 
of the latter, since the possible non-Semitic elements in the old 
and original Euphratean civilization have nothing to do with the 
origin of the Sumerians, who enter as a factor after the script, 
the religion, the arts, and the social organization of Babylonia 
had been developed as a predominatingly Semitic product. 

Hal6vy, on the other hand, makes an important concession in 
excluding from a consideration of the Sumerian problem the 
“obscure question of origins.” 21 He contents himself with the 
assumption that the Euphratean civilization presents itself as a 
fait accompli and Semitic in character. While the implication 
may be that the Semites are also the sole originators of this civi¬ 
lization, Hal6vy has, as I believe, removed one of the objections 
to his anti-Sumerian position by frankly recognizing the possi¬ 
bility that others than Semites may have contributed to the pro¬ 
duction of the Euphratean civilization such as we find it when it 
comes within the scope of historical inquiry. The weak point, 
undoubtedly, in the attitude of both camps, has been the haste 
with which the leap was made from the oldest form of the culture 
in Babylonia to the origin of that culture. The “Sumerian” 

P. 265. 21 P. 262. 
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problem, as it has hitherto been presented, has been essentially a 
problem of origins, the difference between the two camps being 
resolved into the question whether Semites or non-Semites pro¬ 
duced the culture of the Euphrates valley. The new aspect of 
the problem involved in Brtlnnow’s position and in Hal6vy’s con¬ 
cession eliminates this element—definitely in the one case and 
temporarily at least in the other. The removal of this disturbing 
element is to be accounted a distinct gain and points the way 
along which further endeavors toward the definite solution of the 
problem should proceed. If it is once admitted that the existence 
of a “Sumerian” language expressed in the cuneiform script does 
not necessarily involve the non-Semitic origin of that script, one 
can conceive the possibility of accepting the contention of the 
Sumerologists without involving oneself in the difficulties which 
the acceptance of their theory in its present form includes—diffi¬ 
culties that have from time to time brought distinguished adher¬ 
ents, like Guyard, Pognon, Jftger, Price, McCurdy, Alfred Jeremias, 
Thureau-Dangin, and at one time Delitzsch himself, the teacher 
of two-thirds of the present Assyriologists of acknowledged rank, 
to Hal^vy’s side, and that have evoked notable concessions, as, e. g 
Zimmern at the outset of his brilliant career was inclined to make, 
and that Brtlnnow now has made. 

It requires, however, no elaborate argument to demonstrate 
the untenability of Brflnnow’s specific hypothesis. Apart from 
the fact that not a particle of evidence exists for the assumption 
that the control of the Semites in the Euphrates valley was inter¬ 
rupted by a non-Semitic invasion, such an invasion would have 
left its traces in other ways than in inducing the reconquerors to 
preserve a language in which they could not have been in the 
least interested. Indeed, the one thing that under such circum¬ 
stances would not have been preserved, would have been the 
“Sumerian” language, since it would neither have been hallowed 
by any historical or religious traditions, Ror associated with any¬ 
thing that would have appealed to the Semites sufficiently to out¬ 
weigh the -hold that the earliest associations for them—which, 
according to Brtlnnow, would have clustered around an essentially 
Semitic culture—must have had. 

Just as there has been no break in the religious development 
of Babylonia from the earliest period to the latest, so there does 
not appear to have been any political movement from the earliest 
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period sufficiently radical to create a condition of bilingualism in 
the country. Considering that Cassites held sway in Babylonia 
for over five hundred years without imposing their language on 
the country, strong arguments. would have to be forthcoming 
before we could be led to give favorable consideration to a theory 
which supposes an invasion that led to the “sumerization” of a 
country in which a Semitic script had been developed as the 
outcome of an intellectual movement of long duration. 

Moreover, on the basis of Brtlnnow’s theory, the artificial and 
archaic elements in “Sumerian” would be the strangest of puzzles. 
If “Sumerian” represents a real language, the conclusion is irre¬ 
sistibly forced upon us that as an essentially ideographic form of 
writing it must be earlier than Babylonian, which is a mixture of 
phonetic and ideographic writing; and similarly if the “Sumerian” 
system of writing is dependent upon an earlier Semitic one, it is 
inconceivable that the Sumerians should have been content with 
the vagueness and ambiguity inherent in the “Sumerian” sys¬ 
tem— a system so vague that no certain criterion exists for 
determining whether a “Sumerian” inscription is to be regarded 
as genuinely “Sumerian” or merely as a “Sumerian” form of 
what is to be read as Babylonian. 22 All these phenomena, how¬ 
ever, can be accounted for without much difficulty on the assump¬ 
tion that the “Sumerian” represents the earlier and less advanced 
system. As Hal6vy urges with force, the development of writing 
everywhere is from the ideographic to the phonetic method, from 
vagueness and ambiguity in the graphic expression of thought to 
definiteness and clearness, from a cumbersome system to a more 
simplified one; whereas Brtlnnow’s hypothesis would just reverse 
the order. If therefore Brtlnnow is justified in his admission 
that the “Sumerian” presupposes the “Semitic,” the burden of 
proof is shifted from the followers of Hal6vy to the “ Sumerolo- 
gists” to prove that Sumerian is not “Semitic.” This is the 
new aspect which is now presented by Brtlnnow’s attitude. The 
only conclusion compatible with all that we know of the lines 
along which systems of writing develop, the only conclusion in 
accord with all that we know of the historical traditions and the 
unfolding of religious thought in the Euphrates valley from the 
assumption that the cuneiform syllabary is Semitic in origin, is 

22 So Zimmorn, Busspsalmen , p. 4, admits, and his remarks still hold good at the 
present time, even if not to the same degree, since there are some early votive inscriptions 
apparently free from the “SemitismB ,, to be tinguished in the great majority of them. 
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that what is known as “Sumerian” is merely an older and an 
essentially ideographic method of writing Babylonian, developed 
to the extent of introducing a variety of more or less artificial 
devices for indicating, albeit in a vague way, the various forms 
of verbs and nouns and syntactical constructions which in a pho¬ 
netic system can be expressed in a more definite manner. That 
in the later phonetic system abundant traces of the earlier ideo¬ 
graphic method should have survived is exactly what we should 
have a right to expect; and that in the writing of proper names, 
in votive inscriptions, and in religious texts the older ideographic 
style should have been preferred is again in keeping with the 
conservatism attaching to everything connected with the religious 
beliefs of a people. On the other hand, that in the course of 
time the ideographic method, through the introduction of devices 
for conveying more elaborate thought than is involved in a short 
dedicatory inscription on a monument or a sacred object, should 
itself have been systematized so as to present features which 
have all the appearance of being regular prefixed, infixed, and 
suffixed syllables, postpositions, and the like, similarly proceeds 
along a perfectly natural line of development. Be it remembered 
that on the assumption of the anti-Sumerian hypothesis, what 
passes for “Sumerian” is due to the comparatively small body of 
religious leaders in whose hands writing, up to a latest period, was 
largely, if not exclusively, confined. Under such circumstances, 
the artificial though systematic methods devised on the basis of 
an ideographic script represent a natural outcome. The system 
involved in the “Sumerian” form of writing lends to it, according 
to this view, the appearance of a real language distinct from 
Babylonian, while the artificiality of the system accounts for the 
impossibility of assigning the “Sumerian” to any of the known 
linguistic groups. 

One can well understand how Brtinnow was led to the view 
that the entire cuneiform syllabary was Semitic. He was not sat¬ 
isfied with the “half-way” position of Sumerologists who, besides 
admitting Semitic elements in Sumerian, assumed that the Semites, 
after they had adopted the Sumerian, had introduced into the 
syllabary new phonetic values derived from Semitic words, and 
had artificially preserved the use of Sumerian in the cult until 
finally a “monkish” form of it, for which the Latin of the Middle 
Ages, in comparison with the classic speech, seemed to offer an 
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analogy, was produced. 23 One cannot resist the impression that 
all these admissions are simply so many steps in a gradual retreat, 
which will land us very close to Hal^vy’s outposts—if not into 
his camp. If a hundred of the values of the cuneiform signs are 
of Semitic origin, may not the fact that more are not admitted be 
merely due to our ignorance of the Semitic words from which they 
are derived? It is not assumed by anyone that we know all the 
ideographic values of all the signs; and as long as this is not the 
case, he would be bold indeed who would venture dogmatically to 
maintain that any particular phonetic value may not turn out to be 
Semitic. Nor is there any valid reason why Semitic words and 
constructions should appear in the oldest inscriptions known to 
us, if the “Sumerian” is a non-Semitic language. If the writers 
of those inscriptions were Semites, we should expect them to have 
written Babylonian. If they were Sumerians and the possessors of 
a system of writing invented by them, there is no reason why they 
should have found it necessary to introduce foreign elements; 
and if they were Semites, intent on writing Sumerian as a sacred 
script distinct from the Babylonian spoken and written by them 
for general purposes, they would hardly have profaned the sacred 
character of Sumerian by introducing Semitic words and Semitic 
constructions. If we have not yet found texts reverting to a period 
when “pure” Sumerian was written, if the bilingual texts represent 
translations from Babylonian into “monkish” Sumerian, then it is 
surely more rational to wait until we get copious specimens of 
“pure” Sumerian before we adopt the hypothesis of the Sumer- 
ologists. Hope deferred is apt to exhaust one’s patience, and 
Brtlnnow, after waiting for sixteen years after the publication of 
his “Classified List” without finding that the Sumerologists had 
any prospect of advancing beyond the “half-way” position in 
which they appear to be now stuck fast, has taken the radical step 
of practically admitting the Semitic origin of the entire cuneiform 
syllabary. It must be confessed that this position is much more 
satisfactory than that occupied at present by the majority of 
“Sumerologists,” and, viewed merely as a working hypothesis, 
affords a better outlook for advancing the solution of the problem 
than the complicated theory of a “Sumerian” language which is 
full of “Semitisms,” which is not “pure” Sumerian, and for 

23 See, e. g. % Sayce, Religion of the Babylonians , pp. 322, 323, and, quite recently, Winck- 
ler in Helmolt’s History of the Worlds Vol. Ill, pp. 4, 3, and Hommel, Geographie und 
Geschichte d. alien Orients , p. 21. 
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which it is impossible to find a place in any linguistic group. 
All things considered, the indications are that ere long Hal6vy 
will have the satisfaction of knowing that in reality the tables 
have been turned, and that the burden of proof for the thesis 
that Sumerian represents a real language distinct from the 
Semitic Babylonian, rests with those who maintain it, while 
those who maintain that Sumerian represents a highly compli¬ 
cated and largely artificial system for writing Babylonian, devised 
on the basis of an earlier ideographic system before a simpler 
phonetic system was introduced, will have the assumption of 
plausibility in their favor. 

Further than this I, for one, do not feel disposed at present 
to go, and that for a very definite reason. It has above been 
suggested that Hal6vy’s concession, that the question of the 
origin of the Euphratean civilization is to be separated from the 
“Sumerian” problem, removes an objection that has been experi¬ 
enced by many who might otherwise have been attracted to his 
theory. There are good reasons, besides the biblical tradition, 
for believing that the Euphrates valley was in very early days, 
as it still is at the present time, a gathering-place of various 
races. The impulse to culture comes everywhere through the 
commingling of peoples of different origin, and Dr. Ward has 
recently furnished some strong grounds for assuming that the inva¬ 
sion of the Euphrates valley by a people coming from the East— 
from ancient Elam—furnished the stimulus for the development 
of the Babylonian civilization. This people was in all proba¬ 
bility—nay, one may say with certainty—non-Semitic, and if Dr. 
Ward’s view turns out to be correct, a substantial basis will be 
given for the assumption, in itself probable, that Babylonian cul¬ 
ture is a mixture of Semitic with non-Semitic elements. If this 
be so, we should be justified in expecting to find traces of the 
non-Semitic elements, both in the language and also in the 
script; and those non-Semitic elements would, in the nature of 
things, be more pronounced in the earlier form of the script— 
when it was still in the ideographic stage—than in the later 
stage when the advance to a phonetic system had been made. 
In view of this, the possibility that there may lurk in the 
“Sumerian” system of writing some features which point to the 
existence at one time in the Euphrates valley of a non-Semitic 
language, spoken, and perhaps even written, by the side of the 
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Semitic Babylonian, must be admitted. A civilization produced 
by the commingling of peoples of different origin should be 
expected to leave traces of that mixture in all phases of the cul¬ 
ture so produced—in the customs, in the form of government, in 
the religious ideas, in the cult, and also in the language and sys¬ 
tem of writing. This hypothesis does not, however, affect the 
main contention of those who are inclined to follow Hal6vy, that 
the cuneiform syllabary and the entire system of writing developed 
in the Euphrates valley are essentially a Semitic product, and that 
within that system we are to distinguish between two successive 
phases: an earlier phase in which the ideographic method prevails, 
modified by a large number of more or less artificial devices for 
expressing one’s thoughts with greater nicety than is possible in 
a purely ideographic script, and a later phase in which the 
advance step toward phonetic writing has been taken without, 
however, a total abandonment of the earlier system. The survival 
of the old in the new is in accord with the law of progress to be 
observed everywhere and in all departments of human endeavor. 
The conservative instinct which presides over cultural develop¬ 
ment precludes (except in rare instances) the absolute break 
between the old and new. Instead, we have a constant process of 
transition; and since there are no certain indications that in the 
unfolding of the Euphratean civilization there was the sharp 
division involved in the assumption of the transfer of a non- 
Semitic system of writing, invented by a non-Semitic people for 
a non-Semitic culture produced by them, to a Semitic language 
spoken by Semitic Nomeds who fell heir to a foreign culture, the 
presumption is in favor of a hypothesis which does not require so 
radical an assumption. When, in addition, this less radical pre¬ 
sumption is enforced by evidence that points at all events to the 
thorough “semitization” of the system of writing used by the 
Semitic Babylonians, then in the choice between the alternative 
whether this “semitization ” is to be ascribed to the fact that the 
system is actually, or at least essentially, of Semitic origin, or 
that it points to a non-Semitic origin of the system, the burden 
of proof, as things now stand, and in view of the important con¬ 
cessions made from time to time by “Sumerologists” to Hal^vy’s 
contentions, may properly be said to rest upon those whose posi¬ 
tion involves the assumption that the Euphratean civilization 
represents one of the exceptions to the rule of cultural develop- 
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ment. I trust at some time to develop still further, on the 
general lines laid down by Hal6vy, the thesis of the largely 
artificial character of the devices used in the so-called “Sumer¬ 
ian” system—which I would designate as the modified ideographic 
system—for indicating verbal forms, prepositions, syntactial con¬ 
structions, and the like. Meanwhile, I trust that this sketch of 
certain new aspects of the problem may serve at least to call 
renewed attention to the fact, admitted, e. g ., by Jeremias in his 
recent admirable sketch of the Baby Ionian-Assyrian religion, 24 
that “the Sumerian problem still awaits a definite solution;” and 
I believe, furthermore, that Jeremias is justified in his assertion 
that the problem will not be solved by the exclusive appeal to 
philology. 

SUPPLEMENT. 

After reading the proof of this article, I received from Pro¬ 
fessor J. D. Prince, of Columbia University, the advance sheets 
of the Introduction to his forthcoming work, Materials for a 
Sumerian Lexicon , with a Grammatical Introduction , which is 
to appear as Vol. XIX of Delitzsch and Haupt, Assyriologische 
Bihliothek . In this work, on which Professor Prince has been 
engaged for a number of years, and which promises to be of 
great value, a further concession is made to the contentions of 
Hal6vy, to which attention should be directed. Professor Prince 
admits (pp. vii-viii of the Introduction) that, with few exceptions, 
the most ancient “Sumerian” inscriptions contain “Semitic loan¬ 
words” and “grammatical Semitisms.” He is inclined to except 
the Gudea inscriptions; but against this see Radau, Early Baby - 
Ionian History, pp. 145 and 209. Prince also admits that “in 
many cases” a Sumerian text represents a “translation of Semitic 
ideas by Semitic priests into the formal religious Sumerian lan¬ 
guage,” and, passing far beyond scholars like Winckler and 
Hommel, who regard the Sumerian in the bilingual religious 
texts as a corrupt Sumerian, corresponding to the monkish Latin 
of mediaeval times as against the classical speech, he concedes that 
under these influences the Sumerian developed into a “cryptog¬ 
raphy,” or what practically amounts to such. It is because of 
this artificial character of Sumerian that attempts to connect it 
with any linguistic group have failed, and Prince is emphatic in 

2* In the third edition (I90>) of Chantepie de la Saussaye’s Lehrbuch der Religions - 
geschichte , Vol. I, pp. 262, 263. 
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declaring that, though there are “ tempting resemblances between 
the Sumerian and Turkish vocabularies, .... Sumerian as we 
know it up to the present time stands alone” ( loc . ctY., p. viii). 
“Nor is it possible,” he adds, “to connect Sumerian as yet with 
any language by dint of probably accidental verbal similarities.” 
Prince would probably be willing to go as far as Hal6vy in the 
recognition of the principle of paronomasia (or “popular etymol- 
ogy,” as he defines it) in “Sumerian,” and at all events he 
accepts unreservedly the largely artificial character of many of 
the phenomena presented by Sumerian. Indeed, he goes even 
a step farther and concedes that the evidences of word-plays in 
the meanings attached to signs and of other artificial features, 
“if taken by themselves, would be sufficient to convince most 
philologists that we have to deal here with an arbitrarily arranged 
cryptography rather than with a language.” The saving clause 
here is “if taken by themselves,” and the dividing line between 
Prince’s position and Hal^vy’s theory is moved back into the pre¬ 
historic period in which Prince assumes that Sumerian existed 
and flourished as the current speech of the Euphrates valley. 
For him Sumerian, as we know it, stands out as “a prehistoric 
philological remnant,” from which it is possible, however, to draw 
the conclusion that the speech was non-Semitic, and that the peo¬ 
ple speaking this non-Semitic tongue were the inventors of the 
script and the originators of the Euphratean culture. Granting the 
largely “cryptographic” character of what passes as Sumerian, 
the question arises whether a criterion can be found to distin¬ 
guish between older elements that revert to a genuine language 
distinct from the Semitic Babylonian, and such as are due to the 
devices of Semitic priests. So far as can be judged from the 
Introduction, Professor Prince makes out a strong case for the 
assumption that behind the artificial phrases of Sumerian lies a 
real language, but his proof is not convincing that this language 
must necessarily have been non-Semitic. He adduces no new 
evidence for the non-Semitic origin of the Euphratean culture, 
and he does not answer the objections against the assumption 
that the Semites should have retained a language in which they 
had no interest as the vehicle of religious thought up to the latest 
period of their supremacy in the Euphrates valley. 

Professor Prince confines himself, in accord with the purpose 
of his instructive work, to the philological aspects of the problem, 
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and there is every reason to believe that his extensive collection 
of material will enhance the possibility of obtaining a clearer 
grasp of the complicated and intricate “Sumerian” system of 
writing; but unless he furnishes a satisfactory criterion for dis¬ 
tinguishing between “cryptographic” and natural features in 
Sumerian, it is not clear how a definite solution of the problem 
can be reached, and even if such criterion is forthcoming, the 
obligation rests upon him definitely to establish the non-Semitic 
character of the “natural” elements. Meanwhile, his clearly 
defined position as an advocate of the largely “cryptographic” 
character of Sumerian, amounting, as he would no doubt admit 
in the case of many texts, to a purely cryptographic character 
for all practical purposes, may be said to mark an advance step 
in the discussion of the problem, just as Briinnow’s innovation 
in separating the question of the origin of the Euphratean culture 
from the question as to the linguistic character of “Sumerian” 
represents a decided progress in the direction of attaining greater 
clearness in the presentation of the issues involved. 
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AAMBANEIN (INCLUDING COMPOUNDS AND DERIVA¬ 
TIVES) AND ITS HEBREW-ARAMAIC EQUIVA¬ 
LENTS IN OLD TESTAMENT GREEK. 


By Mas L. Mabgolis, 

Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

In the first of the three canons laid down by Lagarde in 1863 
for the recovery of the genuine text of the Septnagint the student 
is advised to follow an eclectic method; that is, he must not con¬ 
fine himself to a single MS., but must seek to consult the entire 
available material. In the medley of variant readings with which 
he is confronted “his only standard will be his knowledge of the 
style of the individual translators: his chief aid will be the faculty 
possessed by him of referring the readings which come before 
him to their Semitic original, or else of recognizing them as cor¬ 
ruptions originating in the Greek.” 1 

The “entire available material,” including the daughter- 
versions, cannot be said at present to be accessible to students. 
Holmes-Parsons, if reliable, is in the nature of the case behind 
time. Lagarde aimed at recovering the original of the Septua- 
gint by a series of preliminary groupings of MSS. leading to the 
three authoritative recensions of the church; he died with only 
an infinitesimal part of his gigantic work, as he planned it, done. 
Swete has given us the material contained in the uncials; the 
forthcoming Cambridge Septuagint will include the most impor¬ 
tant cursives. Upon Swete’s edition is based Hatch and Red- 
path’s Oxford Concordance . Readings not recorded in Swete, if 
we omit reference to the Sixtine edition (R), are ignored in the 
Concordance . The Concordance thus, in the first place, presents 
only a portion of the available material. To take an example, the 
Concordance registers on p. 6, col. 1, for II Ch. 18:2 the appar¬ 
ently undisputed reading fjydira^ with which, of course, the 
Hebrew (Vl)rY , C"'l cannot be brought into consonance; the cor¬ 
rect reading, however, is rjirara , found in MS. 243 Holmes- 
Parsons. In Sirach the absence of the data from MS. 248, which 
comes nearest the Hebrew and to which the Old Latin is likewise 
related, is particularly distressing. 

l Driver’s translation, Notes on Samuel , p. xlvii. 
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There is a second defect to the Concordance which comes home 
to him who uses the Septuagint for purposes of textual criticism. 
The quotations are adapted to the needs of the Greek student 
rather than to those of the Hebrew student. To get at the Hebrew 
syntax of the translators, for instance, one would have to verify 
each quotation with reference to what immediately precedes. 
Thus, in the first quotation under Xapfiavciv , the conjunction /cai, 
in which the Hebrew student will be interested, is wanting. 

Thirdly, the Hebrew-Aramaic equivalents printed at the head 
of each article are unreliable and certainly unserviceable. I have 
furnished the proof in an article which appeared in ZA W. y 1905 ? 
pp. 311 sqq ., where I also outlined a plan for a revised edition of 
the Hebrew-Aramaic equivalents, accompanied by a specimen 
article (fieveiv). Another specimen article (/ caUiv ) will appear in 
the forthcoming number of the ZA W. Through the courtesy of 
Professor Stade, who permitted off-prints to be sent me of both 
articles, I have been in a position to send them out to a number 
of the most competent Septuagint students in Europe and Amer¬ 
ica. I have received very flattering and encouraging opinions, 
coupled in some instances with valuable suggestions, which I have 
sought to embody in the following article prepared for this Jour¬ 
nal. Both the necessity of the work planned by me and the mul¬ 
titude of unsolved problems it raises have come home to me in 
the course of preparing this article. Only the work as planned 
by me in all its comprehensiveness will afford the Old Testament 
student the means for referring the Greek readings to their 
Semitic original as well as for detecting inner-Greek corruptions. 
Again, only on the basis of the complete induction will it become 
possible, by a process of concentration, to study the methods pur¬ 
sued by the individual translators, and the degree of their faith¬ 
fulness and competency. What Frankel planned to do in 1841 
will be possible only when my own work shall have been finished; 
perhaps I may do both. The three articles I have worked out 
have shown me that, long though the road may be, it is the only 
one that will lead to the goal: in the place of the brilliant but 
uncertain guesses, results which may be predicted with almost 
mathematical accuracy. 

In the present article I have consulted other editions than 
Swete’s and the daughter-versions only in cases presenting diffi¬ 
culties. In a future article I shall endeavor to show what, whether 
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little or much, can be gained from a constant consultation of 
Holmes-Parsons, for instance. I indeed attempted it when pre¬ 
paring this article, but time was too short, and so the experiment 
had to be postponed. 

\a|ipdv€iv H^b 802 (+IV Ki. 20:7 /cal ikijfi<f>0rj A/^np’n, passive 
for active^ B — Trn . . . WtD'H/Tn . . . wrori; II Ch. 28:21 
= (miD itDS na) npb/(mn na) pbn; Is. 49:24, 25 = njs SC. 
npVi/np^, or active for passive; Je. 36 (29):27 = ^rrpbV 
n P-^> or active for passive; Ez. 15:3 = , inj5VHJ5^, or active 
for passive; Am. 2:11 — npST/D^pSO); KTE.' 4 " (+ Si. 32 (35): 
13; 35 (32): 2; 38:2; 42:1; Je. 23: 39 = T«ip31 / "rrnpn 
(>t*C3 CDP8); Ze. 3:18 =8«3 ->13, Nowack KW nj/rSTS?); 
WB3 (Pi.) 2 (+Da. 11:12); ^ffln(?) 1 ; T?b 21 ; TH8 6 ; ITSF) 2 ; 
SS'D 2 ; p-jnn 1 (Si. 37:5); TZh; 1 ; ra® 1 ; pTH 1 ; ren 1 ; ST® 1 ; 
-I•’bn (not‘-SticI) 1 VCSH 1 (inexact)*; VsiPJ 2 (inexact); 3PJD 2 
(inexact). || KTDj 1 ; bsip 1 . 

Si. 14:16 /tat Xa/3€ = npVnsb (L4vi Peters)? Is. 49:25 kapr 
fidvwv 8k 7 rapa iayyovTO^ / •pu nipb^n, free; GKvka in the pre¬ 
ceding clause may be an addition by the translator, or else = the 
dittographed mpbtt .—III Ki. 18:33 (34) Xa'^ere/^bTj.—Jo. 
11:19 rjv ovk ekaftev ’I aparjk B f)Ti$ ov irapeSwKev Tot? viok *1 aparjk 
AF=bfcnur "»3D btf ntrbtn tfb ITES ( 7 rapeScoKev* is used absolutely 
and D^bwn in the Aramaic sense, cf. Targum De. 32:30 panrtw 
= D“P30n; y\y2$ "QET •‘"inn •'ribs > BAF) ^Tt? elptfvevae r<p ’Iapa^Xf 
cursives in Holmes-Parsons (with variants) = bfc* ntt^btDn 1C8 
barNT/baW 1 '12 bx ntrbtDH I Ki. 25:21 /cal ovk ivereikd- 

fjieOa kafielv = “Tp.53 xbl/npD5 Xbl, v. s. ivrekkeadai. Ill Ki. 
7 :48 Kal ekaBsv 6 /3. 2. ra gkcvij a inroirjaev iv oiK<p B //cal iiroCriaev 
2. irdvra rd a. r a iv t<5 oiK<p kv A = “11D8 Q-’bDn bD PS nttbtD tD2P*l 
mn mn H. Ill Ki. 11:1 Kal ekafiev) H. I Ch. 2:18 Kal 
ekaficv rfyv ’A?. A / iy^vvrjae ttjv Taf. = rDW ntf "pbm H.J Is. 
10:9, 9 ikafiov > H, paraphrastic; 10:10 ktfyjropai presupposes 
b aran>H (see the first half of the verse).—IV Ki. 12:4(5) 
avrjp apyvpiov ka/3o)v <jvvnp>r\<iz(&i B/IDV mtDE3 ODD tTtf .— Is. 
28:4 irplv (-f- fj SAQT) ek ttjv x eL P a a v T °v kafteiv avro/rxm 

* Var. wapISt*Kt Kvpi<x Armen, in Holmes-Parsons presupposes mpibcn, then correctly 
which is also read by 19.108. Com pi.; Kvpios is accordingly the explicit subject; waptMhi 
is read in a number of MSS. in H.-P. 

t A doublet. 

$ Jerome combines both readings; hence Kittel: “TbVH HOX PX n^b. 


Digitized by CjOOQle 



A afi/3av€iv 


113 


*1DD3.—Jb. 31:27 ovOkv Xafia)v irapd \p€(o<^>tXhov /n:mpa "P32 1M. 
Jb. 38:14^ <ru Xa/3d>v yrjv tttjXov &rXaaa<s %<p° v * /DPlin “lttnD TBnnn. 
Is. 30:28 /cal Xrjyfrerai airrois Kara Trpoaayrrov a\n&v/U'*0$ “'mb by. 

> Jd. 7:5, 5 Xijyfry A error for Xayjrrj B = pV H.—I Ch. 21:18 
Xa/3rj A error for ava^rj B = nb:P H.—Hg. 2:2 (1) kXafiev S’ error 
for iXaXrjaev S 2 BAQr = "m nm H.—II Ki. 20:22 eXafiev A 
error for efiaXev (sic) B/IDbtm H.—I Ki. 14:42 Xafiere A error 
for fiaXere B = *lb* , cn H; I Ch. 24:31 itXaftov for efiaXov Luc. ~ 
ib^D^l H; Ne. 11:1 iXafioaav BS 1 for ifidXoaav R, e/SaXov AS" = 
nb^cn H; Es. 3:7 eXafiev A for efiaXe BS^b^DH H. 

’A npb 25 ; Ktpj 7 (I Ki. 25:35 var.; Pr. 18:5; Is. 53:4; Je. 7:16; 
Ez. 16:58; 20:15; Ho. 13:1); a^n 1 (Ps. 77(78):71). 

2 npb 15 ; Ktp? 5 (Ge. 49:3; Pr. 18:5; Is. 41:16; Je. 15:15; 
Ez. 16:58). 

e npb 19 ; a?? 10 (Jb. 4:2 = Kte;/n95; 13:8; 34:31; 42:8; Pr. 
6:35; 18:5; Is! 41:16; Ez. 16^58); ate; (Pi.) 1 (Da. 11:12). 
b^p 1 (Da. 2:6). 

Al. npb 2 ;*}* aft 1 (Le. 20:17); Tn$ (Ca. 7:8(9)). I Ki. 30:22 
XafiiraxTav perhaps a gloss on 'A eXaadrayaav = *l3nr H. 

Hebr. Tn^ 1 . 

Object dp^yipiov "HX 1 : v. s. avpLTrepiX .; -yuid] TZPX 2 . 2 TON 1 (Ho. 
2:19(21)); k6Xcuu$ DbpD 1 (Ez. 43:11); iretpa TOD 1 ; tt6Xi$ 
TOH 2 ; 58a>p + |UTp<p TOO (De. 2:6); victims 0*^pn 2 . 

Pr. 11:21 6 8k crireipcov 8ucaioavvrjv Xijfiyfrerai puaObv - ttlotov = 
Db-a; npn? rrrr/abtt; nym ynn, free. 

+ cts tt]V Si&voiav nb"by DTO 1 . 

> IV Ki. 12:4(5) Xafiy B error for avafir) AR^nby"* H. 

+ lv *yaoTp( TOH 11 . 

Ge. 30:41 ra 7 rpdfiara iv yaarpl Xapfidvovra / m"l©pttn ]axn cf. 
Menahem and Samuel b. Meir. 

0n-)n> (on the form in Is. 59:13 consult the grammars). 

a.Urxvvr| XapPdvtt <xvt6v Tflia 1 ; 68 vvt) X. a. b - '!” 1 ; rp6|u>$ X. a. 
bn 1 ; <jxSfios X. a. inn 1 . 

Xdpcrc 4avTots D5b HH 1 . 

Xapctv iT^p 1 . 

* E. yrfi with C.; = D n *nh 11311 IJElPri 1 f On De. 7:25 see Field. 


Digitized by LjOOQLC 



114 


Hebbaica 


Xa|i.p&v«r6ai (middle) 3 parin' (Jd. 7:20 A; v. s. KpaTtlv). 

Xa(J.pdvea9ai (passive) npb3 ’ (+1 Ki. 21:6(7) eXaftev airroiiv/inpb~, 
active for passive); npb impf. rip' 5 (+Jd. 17:2 apyvptov 
rote \r)<f>detrra<i crot A = p npb 1©X BODH H; ow? ?\a/9ev apyv- 
plov aeavrrj B misunderstands the Hebrew, see Moore; II Ki. 
28:6 \Ti<f>0i)<rovTai = ’irtjP’/ Vlpn); X®3 (Ni.) a ; "Ob3 2 ; ®En3 2 . 

Ez. 29:14 oOev eXijipOrjaav = aryc (e/. De. 2:6)/anysp, or 
■tf3 = rP|9. > I Ki. 21: 9(10) et\Tjp.pevr] A error for etXrfpevri B 

= ntnb H; Is. 11:5 ei\r]ppevo<i SA for ei’Xr^eVov/"liTSt, free. 

2 npb impf. np? a (Ge. 2:23; Is. 49:24); part, ypb 1 (Pr. 24:11). 

0 npb (Je. 48 (81):46). 

Xa.pt] 323'. 

Xapis, XapiScs D'npbl2 3 . ’A20 do.’. 

cvXaptjs TCn 1 ; p'TO?' (Si. 11:17). <vX a pf| iroietv -PHTH 1 
( = Dmnrm Sam/omm). 

dvcu\apt|S ’A ■'SOT! »b' (see Field). 

cOXafUto-Oai ”fi3 2 ( + Si. 7:6; Je. 4:1 = Tin/ Ti:n (>xbl)); in©' 
( + Si. 7:29; 41:3); jX 1 ! 1 (+Is. 51:12 = nJSH/nX, or repeti¬ 
tion from 57:11); bT! 1 ; "GT 1 ; X^T 1 ; yny 1 ( + Je. 15:17 = 
fTTSVrbyXT?). || bni' (pass, for act.). " Imp. cn\ Part. 
Ten 1 . 

* T 

Jb. 6:16 oiTive; fie ev\a/3ovvro (A Si- B)/^ D*mpn. Pr. 24:28 
(30:5) t&v ev\a/3ovfievcov avrov /in D^Dnb; Ma. 3:16 /cal ei/Xafiov- 
fievois to ovofjia avrov /TOE ^TDm. 

2 -via 3 ; na; 1 (Ps. 118 (119): 39). 

Al. sn^ 1 . 

•• T 

cvXaffcia HGSn 

Xfj|i|ia Xffil? 12 ; HX® 2 ; nXffl3'. 

II Ki. 14:7 \rjppa A error for Xelppa cf. KaraXeippa B = POSt® 
H; IV Ki. 19:4 \rfnp.a.To<; B error for \e[p.p.paro<; AR = nost© H. 

’A X'®? 2 ; 8®; (Je. 23:39/SS®;). 

2 X»Ta“; nxw 1 (Ez. 20:31); nXW?' (Je. 40(47):5). 

0 8®TP 14 ; nx® 1 (Jb. 31:23). 

Xr]TrT<Ss 0 ( = npb‘/nj3 ?). 

Xfji|/LS npb 1 (Si. 42:7 text; mrg. nxi®). 
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Pr. 15:27 Bd>p<ov Xqyfreis rnDWg* Si. 41:19 Xijyjrem teal Boaem 
— n^ntoi nns (c/. 42:7 mrg.)/nbtfB nmo. 

’A npb A . 2 npb \ 8 np.b 1 . 

dvaXafipdv€iv fcttCD 32 ( + Ez. 12:6, 7, pass, for act.) ; npb H ; T7V 2 ; 
btp? 1 ; bnc 1 ;*^ 1 ; PTO 1 ; PIE? 1 (Si. 50:11; v. s. avapdXXeiv). 
Object 6ip<ros ( m p2k) CjXiTl; SirXa !p?\ +*v icapSi* D^ 1 . 

Ez. 2:2 *al dveXafie pe tca\ i£fjpe pe according to Cornill a mis¬ 
taken gloss > H. 

’A fctfpj 3 ; bpbp 1 (Pr. 4:8, cf . 2 yScurrafc, he accordingly took 
our word as a synonym of KipJ, v. s. ^a<rrd^eiv\ similarly Mena- 
hem Ibn Ganah Ibn Ezra Kimhi; (6 irepix a P ( ^ tca><T0V connects our 
word with nbbb, v. s. ^apaf, which, of course, is a derivative 
from bbo, see the lexica). 

2 Ktej 7 ;* STJ7 1 (Je. 31(38):4). 

8fi^; 8 . || bp: 1 (Da. 4:31). 

dvaXa|iP&V€(r0ai (middle) 28 xip; 1 (Is. 53:12). 

&va\a|ipav€<r0ai (passive) Plpbj 1 (+Si. 48:9; 49:14); H#/; 

nbr 1 . || nionn'. 

2 nb? 1 (Ez. 11:24). 

dvaX’niumfjp, -irrtop TO' 1 . 

’A rW? or nnTJTB 1 ? 

2 nr 1 . 0 ny a . 

»» * t 

dvTi\a|Lp&V€<r6ai (middle) 3 p*T“n 6 ( + Si. 3 : 12 = pTnn / pmnn); 
p'THH 2 (Is. 41:19; Ez. 16:49); pTH J ; 7p;C 4 (+Ps. 138 
( 139) : 13 = ■»:3 , acn / ■'Ison; ■':apn Baethgen less plausible ); 
Tpjri 4 ; T?C a ; ^T? 3 ( + Ps. 39(40): 11 = xrtty/vrar .?); baa 1 
(Is. 49:26); bl"i j 1 ; N1B3 1 ; 5'3Sn‘ (free, see the lexica); 
D'pn 1 ; 2310. Part, (as a noun) pSS 1 (see the lexica), 
odic d. -}12 (nri/i sc.) 7jQ (Si. 12:4 (or 7)). 

Ps. 47 (48) : 3 orav avriXapfidinjTcu avrrj^ /. Ez. 20:5, 6 
ameXafioprjv t rj 'xetpi/ m nr' "TlXEw, paraphrastic and dogmatically 
conditioned.—Ps. 106 (107): 17 ameXa^ero av T<Si/ = ob^ (v. s. 
dvriXrjyfn^) /D^bltf.— Pr. 11:28 6 Be avriXapfiavopevos Bitcamv — 
D^p^HX nbwi? (Jfiger in Baumgartner 116)/D^p^“:i nb^pn.—Mi. 
6:6 avTLXijyfropai/b 
’A !ppn 2 . 

* Jb. 4:2 K«;/nip3; Je. 36 (43): 15 
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2^9' (Ps. 36 (37): 17); ftp 1 . 

0 TO*; T*59 (Is- 59:16). \\.ypv' (Da. 6:27(28)). 

Al. (Pr. 29:23). Part, npnyy 1 . 

S'n^‘. • 

dvTiX^Trrwp 33iD2 8 ; y:p 2 ; HCITQ'; ?bc'; "HIS 1 ; S|CO'; 1W‘ (Si. 
12:22); iVn ypstt'. 

Avti'X^is fib*K (form like n^jpa) or nb'K 1 ;* yi-iT 1 ; pi3'; T5‘; 

rfcra' ; rro 1 ; yjric 1 (si 5i:7). 

Si. 11:12 7r poaSeopeviK am-iXij^ eon /-[brvc njjt. 

2 nw 1 . 

V *< 

diroXa|ip&vciv npb 1 . 

De. 26:5 2t vpLav dire^aXev B ( or aireXnrev Luc. Armen. 1 
Syro-hex.) probably the correct reading, and a-rreXafiev AF an 
error/“3X Tons. Is. 5:17 rd? ipij/xow r&v cnreiXTjpp^imv /mann 
DTO (see Schleusner, who is followed by Ottley, for a suggestion). 

4icXap.pdv€iv bX3‘; npb 1 . 

4XXa|ipdvc<r6ai (middle) 8 wpn 1 . 

imXa|ipdvciv P'THn 2 (Za. 14:13; Is. 14:1); THK 1 (Is. 5:29); 
bsn 1 (Is. 3:6). 

Je. 38(31) :4 iiriX^pyjrei B error for ert Xijfx\jrrj AQ = ’’nyr Tiy 
H.; v. s. Xafifiaveiv. 

0 -ps^l 1 (Pr. 11:16). 

Al. Tn$‘ (De. 32:43). 

4mXa|ipdv«re<H (middle) 3 p'THn 18 ; p^THn 8 (Ps. 34(35):2; Za. 
8:23 primo; Je. 30:13 (49:24) = np“’/np“); b p'Tnn 1 (s.v. 1.) 
(II Ki. 15:5); THN 10 ; ®sn 4 (+Jb. 3o':18 = t3DnVOEnn-'); 
(Jb. 16:8 (9") probably from 8); PPJ5‘.J 

Si. 4:11 eTriXapftdverai perhaps = Tnyrn / TOTH (Schechter); 

v. s. avaX. and avriX —Jl. 2:9 rffi 7roXea»? iTnXijyfrovrac /ipjjy nTPa. 

’A 3 p'Tnn 1 (Ex. 9:2); opn 1 . 

2 ©pin*. 

8 ms 1 . 

“ ¥ 

Al. (see Field) Ps. 2:11 ennXdfteade bn(nrifiri<; /13 

*Cf. Ps. 21(22) : 19 /Joiyfleui = ▼. s. dyTt\apL^dyt<rOat, 

t Of, = Aoju/Sapeiv; tiriAafif3dyf<T0ai (Payne-Smith, s. y.); X3TQD in the 

Targrum = *pon, Tab. 

t nfct*Jp T *! imitates orthography of . 
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fTrfXiyirros 5aFnpp ! . 

’A rjujTp 1 . 

4mXiynT€V€<r8ai 53Fnpn l . 

Je. 30 (49): 3 /tai bnXrjfnrTevaaade SQ *. imXrf/jJTrTeveaOe* A 
/tai Koyfraade BSAQ = ns-rranni n;?3P»tprn / roowOTirvi nrwo 
rwto? (see Coste Streajie). 

ciuKaTaXafipavav PPJ3 1 . 

KaTaXafJLpavciv yian 26 (+ Si. 7:1; Am. 9:13 /cat /taraXiftrerat 6 
afirym [A aXorjTo *;] tov rpvyrjrov = T>3K1 tDTI JV'TDm, c/. Le. 

26:5, or tcbq ch ojjyimpa mn ear); “Db 8 (Jd. 7:24; 
9:50; II Ch. 22:9; 33:11; Ne. 9:25; Jb. 5:13; Is. 20:1); 
KS<3 4 (+Is. 10:14 /caTaXyyfroiuu ry %eip(=b T’ SHTOrVl); 
TDSri 3 ; pa'n 1 ; p'SHH 1 (Gte. 31 : 22 ); TpiP! 3 (Si. 15:1, 7); 
D'ip 3 ; THK T ; ItTci'- TZT}' (Si. 11:10); npV; 3 TDM (see 
above under rPOTl). [| r®«n'. +tt]V ovptryiav ZlV. 

Jb. 34:24 6 KaraXap.ftdvo>v = yr / yv (>D , ’T’a3)? Pr. 13:21 
row & hucaiow KaraXy^erac ayadd/ym DbC D^HS n«n.—Ill Ki. 
18:44 fit) KaraXafty ae 6 uerdv/DOJn rOTSy’ IB. Je. 10:19 koX 
(A + ou) tear eXa fie ae (A pe)/'[ JKCtO.— II Ch. 32:21 KareXafiov 
A 1 error for KarefiaXov A 8 B = (in)V<Bn H; Is. 16:9 fcareXafiev S 
error for -ifiaXev AB = tTOT / Tyc“ . — Pr. 2:16 > H. 

’A r^n 2 (Mi. 2:6 = 5?n/30v 6:14 npV (Is. 56:12). 

2 syp* (Jb. 31:29; Ps. 20(21):9; 118(119):143); r*W (Jb. 
41:18; Is. 59:9). 

0 Vipn 1 (Je. 39(46):5). 

Al. yipn*. 

KaTaXa(xpdv€cr8ai (middle) Ipb 15 ; p*3"tT; b p'T““ 

’A njb* (Dt. 2:34). 

2 p^in 1 (II Ki. 1:6). 

KaTaXafifidvccrOai (passive) N2’£3‘; i"!7Z3 1 (free). 

II Ch. 9:20 ypvaixp KareiXyppeva B prob. error for -eiXyfieva A 
= 1130 3HT H.— IV Ki. 10:11 KaraXr)<f>0evra^ R error for -XeicpO. 
AB = D'"WE3n H; Za. 14:16 KaTaXyfuf>6S)aiv A error for -Xei<f>0. 
BSQr = im:n H.— Je. 3:8 > H. Of course, = ntJBnS, against 
Streane. 

’A (I Ki. 10:20). 

0-ipb; 1 (Je. 39(46) :1). 

* -at of the MSS. = 
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KaTdXti|L|ia B error for -Xeippa R = Tnip H; v. s. uryw. 

KaTaXif\|fis ffisn 1 . 

p.€TaXap.f)dvciv 2 roC peraXa/Selv / nvorb 1 . 
irapaXafipavciv npb' 3 ; ITT 3 ; 5|13 8 . || bap 2 . 

Je. 39 (32): 7 rrapaXafielv ek Krfjaip / ^Zp') nbiOn T3BB13; ib. 
8 7T. e. k. A KTijcracrOcu avrov BS / nbi«n ibl rWPn I2BBT3.—Da. 
0:28(29) irapeXafie tt/v (BaaiXeiav avrov / fflpbBDl. 
irapaXa|iPdv«<r6ai (middle) npb' (Nu. 23:20). 
ircpiXappdvciv pan 8 (+sl 30:20); pan 3 ; nsb 1 ; q'pn 1 . 

’A TrepiXafiftapev; /ppn 
Al. aps’. 

ircpiXapPav«rOai (passive) Is. 31:9 irerpa yap TreptXijpcj>Otj(XovTat 
OK xapaKi / TOT' TIXOB yboi, v. s. *dpaf. 

'ircpiXifp.p.a-, XipJ/is pan 1 . 

'irpoKaTaXap.pdveo'Oal (middle) “pb 18 ; Tn«‘; D^p 1 ; ?pa‘. 

2 D^p *. 

Al. -tpb 1 . 

'irpoKaTaXappdvccrOai (passive) isbj 1 . 

'irpooXap.pdvciv PTOHP5 1 . 

TrpocrXap.pdvts6ai (middle) “C»‘; npb 1 ; iTOPpI 1 ; app 1 . +ek 
\aov oyb 7VS7. 

r : rr 

’A yen 1 . 

<rvXXap.pdvciv {TVi 24 ; ^Sn 22 ; “lab 10 ; npb 10 . Part. perf. fem. 
fPPi‘. Ca. 8:2 > H. 

T T 

’A mn 1 (Jb. 15:35; Is. 33:11); Bp? 1 (IV Ki. 10:14). 

2 rnn 2 ;* ms 1 (Ca. 2:15); npb" (II Ki. 8:4) ; nnp (?) (Je. 
22:19 <uv Koirpiov ( = nnpp or ’'HOP) wXXrjcpdek /3"ino, passive for 
active). 

@ Jb. 39:13 ihv avWd/Sg a<rcSa kcu iteatra / 7XZV\ HT'On matf Dtf. 

Schleusner conjectures rna^p. 

Al. Tntf 1 . 

• ¥ 

+ «v -yacTTpi fTVj 1 . 

’A mn 1 (Is. 7:14). 

<rv\Xap.pdvc(r6ai (middle) TTSFl 1 (IV Ki. 10:14). 

<rvXXap.pdvc(r6ai (passive) “!3b; 9 ; bETp 3 ; bbin'; ©pi: 1 (see 
Baethgen). 

•Bu. l:12 = ^rPnn/TT'Vt: see, however, Field. 
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A 13b;' (Pr. 11:6); 3®J (Niph. of 3?} = Aram. 3?3) (Je. 6:12 
= , QB;’i/ , a?;i; see Field); ©snj 1 (Ez. 21:23(28)). 

2 -ijb; 2 ; ^nj' (Pr. 5:22); ©5n;‘ (Ez. 21:24(29)). Ps. 
68(69): 23 &erre av\\rj<f>0fjvai ©p’flab. 

enpb; 1 (Pr. 11:6); ©©p 1 (Jb. 22:16). Is. 51:20 w 5pv£ 

<Tvvei\r}ppevo<; "l©2© (Schleusner conjectures *l©p©). 

Hebr. bbin 1 . 

<rvXXip|/is mn' (/rnn) ; nbb'; rnbbs 1 ; (dat.) irisri'. 

’A20E' •p-nn*. 

= Plural frnri 1 . 

*A -pa (s. V. L). 

<rv|JiirapaXa|ipdv€iv b fcOp*! fiblS 1 . 

<TU|JLTrapaXa|JLpdv€cr0ai (passive) PIECD 1 . 

<rvp.ir€piXa|Jipdv€iv "HS 1 . 

<n)vavaXa|ipdv€cr0ai (passive) H^blTI 1 . 

<n)vaimXap.pdv€<r0ai (middle) c. dat. fiK Kta 1 . 

Ps. 88 (89) : 21 avvavriX^yfrerai airrcp/VQ? flap, free. Ge. 30:8 
MvavreXafiero /jlov Rbmt (z has /xoi) or avveXa/Sero fioi DEacy 
is the correct reading/ (D^nbtf) a free and dogmatically 

conditioned rendering; avvefiaXero A seems to be an error for 
irvveXdfieTO. 

onroXa|ipdv€iv TOP 28 ; TO'H 2 (observe that in both cases the verb, 
in Greek as well as in Hebrew, is followed by an object; 
avofjLiav = n^n/nVCl Schleusner; Ps. 16(17): 12 = /irEl, 
Cappellus quoted by Schleusner); (II Ch. 25:8 = 

nna atin Dtf •'D or something similar ,/fcO DK "O 7W2 nntf cf. 
Kittel); THR'; PI Vi 1 . HD? 3 . 

Ps. 67(68): 16 inroXafifidveTt /pTSTTl. Jb. 20:2 inre\dp,/3avov 
dvrepelv ae ravra = ^3’’Tjr ■'p'5TT. Da. 2:30 a irrre\a/3es icaphia 
<rov = 133b . Je. 44(37) : 9 A**? irtroXafi 7?T€ raw \p-v%ais vpcov/ 

D3TTOBD b«. 

’A npi 1 . 

2 tq ^ 2 (Ec. 7:24(23); 10:3); C®. 1 

0 njy 1 . 

v'lroXap.pdvco’Oai (passive) IV Ki. 20:7 inro\7j<f>0^tT€Tai A error 
for -\euf>0. B = irr H. 

•inr<5Xip|M,s D'jirvb" 1 . 
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THE STORY OF HOSEA’S MARRIAGE. 


By Julius A. Bewer, 

Union Theological Seminary* New York City. 

We do not have the whole story of Hosea’s family life in his 
own words, for chap. 1 is not told by himself, but by someone 
else, probably one of his disciples; for, as chap. 3 shows, he him¬ 
self told the story in the first person: “Jahve said to we,” etc.; 
not “Jahve said to Hosea.” It is not likely that he would tell 
part of the story in the first and part in the third person. 

There is, however, no doubt that the story in chap. 1 is 
authentic; i. e ., that it goes back to Hosea himself, as far as the 
facts related in it are concerned—the facts of his marriage, the 
name of his wife, the strange names of his three children and 
their significance, and the part Jahve plays in every one of them. 
Only vs. 26 is somewhat different from the rest of the chapter. 
The explanatory clause in vs. 2 reads: “for the land commits great 
whoredom, departing from Jahve.” In the other explanations of 
the names Jahve speaks in the first person (see vss. 4, 5, 6, 9); 
they must therefore go back directly to Hosea. We naturally 
expect in vs. 2 also that Jahve should say: “for the land commits 
great whoredom departing from me” not “from Jahve” This 
explanation in vs. 26 appears therefore not to be original with 
Hosea, but to be due to an editor or reader. 

But this clause in vs. 26 is very closely connected with 2 a. 
We expect some such explanation for vs. 2a. If Hosea did 
not give it, as we have just been led to conclude, what can have 
been the reason for the omission? Plainly this: that he did not 
report in his own story the saying of Jahve as, “Go, take thee a 
wife of whoredom ,” but simply, “Go, take thee a wife ” HICK. 
The first would have needed an explanation, such as we now have 
in vs. 2b; the second, not. He does not receive the command to 
marry a harlot, but simply to marry a wife. In regard to the 
clause “and children of whoredom,” it has long been noticed 
that it is, to say the least, very strange, and it is very precarious 
to regard it as original by assuming that “and get children of 
whoredom” is to be understood. So this phrase has rightly been 
regarded as a gloss before. 

120 
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All this is, of course, essentially in harmony with the prevail¬ 
ing view of those who regard the chapter as the record of a real 
experience and not as an allegory; who see in it the outcome, 
not the beginning, of Hosea’s experience. Hosea married a pure 
woman, without knowing that she would prove unfaithful. But, 
looking back on his whole life, he understood that it was all 
providential, that his marriage with just such a woman had been 
intended by Jahve. The only difference in the view just pre¬ 
sented is the answer given to the question whether Hosea would 
have expressed this conviction in the manner in which it is now 
recorded in the text. To me it seems more probable that he did 
not, and the indications pointed out above, slight as they must be 
in the nature of the case, are sufficient to regard vs. 2 b as an 
addition which is not original with Hosea. 

In this connection it is significant to note that the later 
Hebrew has a use of the verb "TC3, meaning “to gratify the 
sexual appetite.” 1 This is clearly a denominative, meaning to 
behave Gomer-like. It appears then very plausible to regard 
“wife of whoredoms” as a marginal gloss by a reader who meant 
to explain the name Gomer. When this had once crept into the 
text, it was easy and natural for another reader to add from 2:6 
“and children of whoredoms.” 2 

After 1:9 the narrative of Hosea’s life breaks off, and we do 
not have the continuation till we come to chap. 3; for chap. 2 has 
to do with the relation of Jahve and Israel. Significantly enough 
Hosea tells the story here in the first person. This shows plainly 
that he must have told the whole story in the first person; for it 
is hardly likely, as was said above, that he would tell the story 
partly in the first and partly in the third person, 8 and, moreover, 

1 Dr. Ginsberg of the Jewish Seminary called my attention to this. 

2 It would not be strange if some adherent of the allegorical interpretation would seize 
on this and point out that this explanation of the name of Gomer would clearly indicate 
that the story must not be taken literally, since every name, Gomer included, is an alle¬ 
gorical name. But that would be a rash conclusion, for the verb "VQ3 does not have this 
meaning in classical Hebrew. Its use in later Hebrew in this sense is to be taken, as was 
said above, as a denominative form from Gomer. It was the notorious behavior of this 
woman that caused people to say in a similar case “ they act Gomer-like." This meaning is 
therefore not inherent in the root, but the result of Gomer’s action. That the name did 
originally not mean *' harlot ” is certain; that is merely the opinion of the glossator. 

3 Professor F. Brown calls my attention to an article by Professor Budde to appear in 
ZAW.y XXVI (1906), pp. 1 sqq.i on "Zum Text der drei letzten kleinen Propheten,’’ in which 
Professor Budde expresses quite incidentally ( Sonderabdruck , v. 7) the view that the first 
person should be restored throughout in chap. 1 for the third (referring to the prophet). 
He cites this as illustrating his general theory that there was a redactional tendency to 
change Selbstbericht into Fremdbericht. He assumes therefore also that Hosea must have 
told the whole story himself in the first person. His position is not essentially different 
from the one expressed above; it only goes a step further in the explanation of the third 
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there is really no argument, as Dr. Harper well observes, that is 
convincing for regarding chap. 3 as a later addition; surely an 
interpolator would hardly have dared to write such a chapter in 
such a way. 

Now, chap. 3 presupposes Hosea’s discovery of the faithless¬ 
ness of his wife. No record remains telling when he made the 
terrible discovery. Different hypotheses have been advanced, but 
it appears most plausible that he discovered it after the birth of 
his three children; for, as has been well observed, it would hardly 
be possible to think of Hosea as still living with Gomer as his 
wife and begetting children with her after he knew that she was 
unfaithful. That would be contrary to all Israelitish custom. 
And it is certainly not justifiable to press the meaning of the 
names of the second and third children so as to extract from them 
the meaning that Hosea knew at the time of the birth of his 
second child, or even of his third, that his wife was unfaithful 
and that the children were not his. The direct and definite rea¬ 
sons given in chap. 1 why he called them by just these names 
and by no others contradict it. The name of the boy, Lo-'Ammi, 
does not indicate that he who gives the name, and thereby, accord¬ 
ing to ancient ideas, recognizes them as his own, says “Not my 
Arm,” 4 and in saying so rejects it. Isaiah’s boy was called Hurry- 
booty-speedy-prey, not because he was so quick at the prey, but 
to express to the people a great lesson: the Assyrians will come 
quickly and take speedily the prey. So here the reason for the 
name is not that the boy is not his own son, but that the boy’s 
name should be a symbol of Israel: “for ye are not my people.” 

The discovery of Gomer’s unfaithfulness lies therefore between 
chap. 1 and chap. 3; for chap. 3 assumes it, and chap. 1 gives no 
hint that Hosea knows anything of it till after the birth of his 
three children. 

person in chap. 3. The results arrived at above in regard to 1:26, and later in regard to 3:2, 
are not invalidated by Professor Budde’s theory. It simplifies the point made above, that 
the story in chap. 1, though not given in Hosea’s own words, goes back to Hosea himself, as 
far as the facts related in it are concerned; for it restores Hosea’s own words simply by 
changing the third person into the first. 

4 It is said that "OOyfcfcb is to be translated 44 not my fc/n;" i. e., 44 not my son.” But in 
the corresponding explanation in vs. 96, 44 for ye are not my people,” it is to be translated 
44 my people .” And the significance of the name for the people must be that it will perpetu¬ 
ally recall to them Jahve’s message through Hosea. If they asked why Hosea called his 
son Lo-'Ammi, the answor must always have been, because he believes that Jahve calls 
Israel Lo-'Ammi. Ho certainly did not mean that the answer should, or even might, 
be because the boy is a bastard. That would have spoiled the symbolic significance for 
the people. Moreover the linguistic question also comes up: Is really equivalent to 
73 (<*/. Gen. 19:38)7 The latter means 44 not my kinsman; ” does the former also? 
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That we have in chap. 3 the same woman as in chap. 1 is the 
only reasonable position. Hosea is commanded to love the 
woman still ("7V does not mean here “again,” but “still”), in 
spite of her awful sin—an unheard-of command in Israel, where 
adulteresses were put to death. Notice that he is to love her 
still, not to marry her, which shows that she is the same woman. 
This is different from chap. 1, where he is commanded to take, to 
marry, a wife. The fact that a divine command had to be given 
to Hosea shows that he was conscious that he would never have 
done this of himself; in fact, that he had intended to do some¬ 
thing entirely different with Gomer. His marriage relation is to 
become, as he now learns, in a much deeper sense than he had 
ever thought, the symbol of the relation of Jahve and Israel. It 
becomes clear to him that Jahve is in an entirely similar position 
with Israel. Israel is his wife, and she also is unfaithful. Hosea 
could not but believe that Jahve would cast her off; in fact, he 
had proclaimed this message for years, as the names of his children 
show: Jahve is utterly righteous; he cannot tolerate such terrible 
infidelity as Israel shows; he must punish her; he must cast her 
away and have nothing to do with her any more. Hosea is a 
prophet of doom! 

But now comes the unheard-of message: Jahve loves Israel 
still; he cannot bear to cast her off forever. And Hosea is to 
symbolize in his life, hard as it may be, this deathless love in 
spite of cruel unfaithfulness: love Gomer still, for Jahve loves 
Israel still in spite of her sin! The love of God is to become 
incarnate in Hosea. 

It has been claimed above that the only reasonable position is 
to regard the woman in chaps. 1 and 3 as the same, i. e. Gomer. 
But it is pointed out that Jahve does not say “this woman,” but 
simply “a woman,” and it is asked how this woman is connected 
with the one in chap. 1. It is to be observed that the whole 
stress in this verse, 3:1, lies on “love,” and on “still.” Notice 
the emphatic position of TO?! It is not said, “take (marry) a 
woman,” but, “still love a woman;” a woman, therefore, whom 
you have loved before. Go on loving her, even though she be 
such a one as “loves another and is an adulteress”! 5 The love 
is not something new; he is to love her still; the new element is 
the kind of woman that he must love even now that he knows 

5 We mast punctuate following the LXX ayanwav • Marti. 
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that she is an adulteress. And thus quite naturally it was more 
necessary to emphasize the kind of a woman he is to love, such a 
one as loves another and is an adulteress, than to emphasize that 
it is Gomer whom he must still love by saying “ this woman;” 
for we are not led to suppose by anything whatsoever that he had 
loved , before this command in 3:1 comes, another woman whom 
he is to go on loving; it is the same Gomer whom he had loved, 
and yet not the same kind of woman, for she is an adulteress. 
The “love” and the “still” are thus the connecting link between 
chaps. 1 and 3.® 

Verse 2 tells us that Hosea bought her for a certain price, and 
some uncertain conclusions have been drawn from this: e. g ., that 
Hosea had cast her off, and that she had fallen into the hands of 
a slaveholder, whose concubine she had become. All this is 
unfounded. The real solution of the difficulty created by this 
verse seems to me to be in line with the observation made above, 
that we have here Hosea himself telling the story in the first per¬ 
son, in which he must have told the whole of it. This verse 
appears to me to belong to the beginning of the story, which we 
have from another now in chap. 1. It told how Hosea executed 
Jahve’s original command to take a wife, how he went and 
acquired Gomer for his wife by giving as the marriage settlement 
fifteen shekels of silver and one and a half homer of barley. 7 It 
must therefore have stood in Hosea’s own story after the com¬ 
mand in 1: 2. 8 

It has been noticed that we are not told to whom vss. 4 sq. of 
chap. 3 are addressed; for, as the text now stands, vs. 3 is spoken 
by Hosea to Gomer. But the verses are clearly part of the 
divine message to Hosea. They explain to him why he should 
treat his wife in this fashion. If this is so—and how it can be 
otherwise is not easy to see—the analogy of 3:1, as well as of 

• All this furnishes an additional argument for regarding 1:26 as not original. 

7 That he paid part in coin and part in kind may indicate that Hosea was poor, so that 
even this may have been a large sum for him. He mentions it because he wishes to show 
that Qomer was procured in the ordinary way, and that she became his legitimate wife by 
the payment of the mohar. Commentators have figured out that the whole amount would 
be equivalent to thirty shekels of silver, and have expressed surprise that Hosea should 
have paid for her only as much as is paid for a slave (Exod. 21:32). But it is interesting to 
notice that we have a striking parallel to this in the Code of Hammurabi. In g 252, which 
corresponds exactly to Exod. 21:32, the price for a slave is fixed at one-third of a mana of 
silver. In g 139 the tirfyatu, or marriage settlement ( = mohar), is legally fixed at one mana 
of silver, but in g 140 it is declared to be only one-third of a mana of silver for a muikenu , 
i. e., for one of the poorer classes. In other words, for a muikenu the amount of the mohar 
is the same as the price for a slave. Exactly as we find it in Hosea’s case. 

* If Professor Budde's theory is adopted, it would naturally find its.place after 1:3a. 
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1:4, 6, 9, shows that vs. 3 must really also be part of Jahve’s 
command; for Jahve explains here and gives reasons for the 
behavior of Hosea toward the woman, as it is described in vs. 3. 9 
We must therefore read, without changing the consonantal text 
at all, “and say (imperative!) unto her . . . .” The Massorites 
punctuated “and I said” because of vs. 2. But vs. 2 is not in its 
original place here, for which assertion this point is an additional 
argument. 

Jahve then tells Hosea in vs. 3 that he is to speak earnestly to 
Gomer, telling her that he will keep her in confinement so that 
she will have no chance to see her paramour, but that he will 
still be her own. The ■'DK"D3l does not mean “and I also,” but 
the D j makes the "CN emphatic, thus giving it an affirmative or 
even adversative meaning (c/., e. g., Mai. 2:9), which it has 
especially after a preceding negative (c/., e. g ., 2 Sam. 12:13, 14). 
Ewald’s “gleichwohl bleibe ich dir gut” is therefore the real 
interpretation. The text is quite correct and must not be changed. 
The “yet I, on my part am thine” corresponds to the “love” in 
vs. 1. If this were not the real interpretation, the command to 
love her still, which is the great point in vs. 1, would find no 
expression in Hosea’s words to Gomer. 

The story breaks off here. We are not told what Hosea did. 
But there can be no doubt that he obeyed the divine command. 
His book makes it clear that he also tried, just as earnestly as 
Jahve, to woo back the love of his erring wife. It is really in the 
nature of the purpose of his book that we are not told with what 
success, for his experience has become symbolic of Jahve’s expe¬ 
rience. The prophet of doom has become the prophet of love, 
ever hoping for the return of love. He does not think it will be 
possible without taking the wife (Israel) away from the influence 
of the terrible temptation (3:4, 5); that must be done, for then 
will be Jahve’s great opportunity of winning back Israel’s love; 
then will Israel come to know Jahve and his love and grace. 

• Every time that Hosea is commanded to do something strange we have the reason for 
it immediately following: in 1:4, why he should call his first-born Jezreel; in 1:6, why he 
should call his daughter Lo-Ru^amah; in 1:9, why his third child Lo-'Ammi; in 3:1. why 
he should still love such a woman. Now, 3:4, 5 read exactly like one of these explanations 
that Jahve gives to Hosea, and since they correspond so closely to vs. 3, we must regard vs. 3 
as giving Jahve’s order telling what Hosea should do with such a woman, for which treat* 
ment the reason is supplied in vss. 4 and 5, which is ever the same: Jahve does so, too! 
Jahve's actions and Hosea’s are to correspond. Now, all these explanations begin with *12) 
“ for," with the exception of 3:1, which reads 'rnjT 1 PHnXD • But this must originally 
have read ^rana “ for I love." The final i was regarded a9 an abbreviation for 
nVP, and consequently the 2 was joined to rOHX* 
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The story of Hosea’s family life is thus preserved to us only 
in a fragmentary form in chaps. 1 and 3. It is a question that 
comes unsought, but with much insistence: Why is it that chap. 
2 has been placed between chaps. 1 and 3 ? What can it have to 
do with the story? We saw that chap. 3 presupposes that Hosea 
had different intentions with his unfaithful wife. Only by a defi¬ 
nite divine revelation was he made to do an unheard-of thing: to 
love as God loves, in spite of unfaithfulness and sin. Now, Hosea 
must surely have told of his first intention to give point to the 
divine command in 3:1. May it not be that there are still some 
traces of Hosea’s own story left in chap. 2, which have later on 
become obscured by being woven together with the story of Jahve 
and Israel? 10 

There are certain elements iri chap. 2 which are recognized as 
not original (see especially W. R. Harper, A Critical and Exe- 
getical Commentary on Amos and Hosea , 1905). These are 
vss. 4ay8, 6,12. The tone in these verses is more decisive; punish¬ 
ment is definitely announced; there is no longer the plea that she 
put away her unfaithfulness lest something terrible happen; the 
divorce is definitely and categorically announced. We should per¬ 
haps add to these verses vs. 7a, for just as little as vs. 6 is addressed 
to the children who are to strive with their mother (vs. 4), so 
little is vs. la addressed to them, for it speaks of “ their mother,” 
not, as vs. 4, of “your mother.” If we now read these versea 
together, we have the following remarkable statement: 

2: 4 aft She is not my wife, 

And I am not her husband, 

2:6 And her children I do not pity, 

Because they are children of harlotry, 

1: la For their mother has played the harlot, 

She that conceived them has done shamefully. 

Marti tells as in his commentary on Hosea (p. 22) that Meinhold sees in 2:3 the rem¬ 
nant of a notice which was to connect chap. 1 with the address in 2:4 aqq., and which con¬ 
tained the reference to Gomer's divorce. Meinhold thinks that vs. 3 read originally 
rrpnn tfb btf2nr "Oab, “then said I to my sons Jezreel and 

'Ammiand my daughter Lo-Rufcaraah . . . Just how Meinhold works out his theory I 
do not know, since I have not seen his book. Marti declares that he overlooks that it is 
Jahve who speaks in 2:4 sqq., so that vs. 3, as he restores it, would not be a good introduc¬ 
tion to 2:4 sqq. Now, though Marti’s criticism is sound, if Meinhold has indeed overlooked 
this, and though the restoration of 2:3 as given by him will hardly commend itself to gen¬ 
eral approval, his general theory that we have remnants of Hosea’s story in chap. 2 is 
not thereby disproved, however much the specific working-out of his theory may be open to 
criticism. 
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2:12 And now will I uncover her shame 
Before the eyes of her lovers, 

And no man shall save her out of my hand. 

These must be Hosea’s own words, telling of his determination to 
do with his wife as was customary with adulteresses. The first 
sentence, “she is not my wife and I am not her husband,” reminds 
one of the formulas, ul mari atta; ul abi atta; ul mnti atta , 
which are the terms used in legal language, and from which we 
may perhaps venture to conclude that the old Israelitish formula 
of divorce was: “Thou art not my wife and I am not thy husband.’* 
He disowns not only his wife, but also his children, and calls them 
children of harlotry, unable in his anger to draw the line between 
the mother and the children; perhaps he does now think that they 
are probably not his own either. But not merely disowning and 
divorcing, but meting out full penalty, is Hosea’s intention, vs. 12. 
Then Jahve intervenes; his special message comes: Do not cast 
her away, love her still! 

Surely these verses describing so vividly Hosea’s intentions 
must have belonged originally to his own story; they are not 
glosses of later readers or editors, but Hosea’s own words which 
became interwoven with the words concerning Jahve’s and Israel’s 
relations. But why were they connected with just these words? 
Because the verses among which they stand correspond to this 
stage of Hosea’s feelings. They are vss. 4aa&, 5, 76, 10, 11, 13, 
14, 15. 11 Jahve asks the Israelites to seeto it that the idolatry 
of the land cease; else he threatens drought and calamity. He 
uses the image of harlotry for idolatry. Israel has the sinful 
notion that the Baals have given fertility to the land. Jahve will 
show them by terrible experience that it was he who gave it and 
not they; he will lay the land waste and thus punish Israel for 
her nature-worship. 

The rest of the chapter falls naturally into three sections: 
(1) vss. 8, 9; (2) vss. 16-19, 21, 22; (3) vss. 20, 23-25. The 
first two sections, which are parallel, speak of the efforts which 
Jahve will make to cause Israel to return to him. In the first he 
will make it impossible for her to have intercourse with her para¬ 
mours, and in her despair she will turn to him again, with the 
conviction that it was better for her with her first husband, Jahve. 
In the second, Jahve will allure her into the wilderness, and there, 

11 1:7; 2:1-3 are rightly regarded as later additions by practically everybody. 
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where they spent the time of their first love, will he woo for her 
love again, will he speak in winning tones to her heart; for the 
hope is ever fresh that she will return and be won again by him, 
and that the former intimate relations of love will be re-established. 
This leads naturally over to the material consequences of the 
restoration: marvelous fertility of the ground. This had been 
taken away by Jahve; wilderness and waste had come where fer¬ 
tility reigned because of Jahve’s anger; but now wonderful fruit¬ 
fulness of the land shall accompany the re-establishment of the 
true relationship of love between Jahve and Israel. 

All three sections have been declared not to be original. But 
I think it will be seen at once that the first two fall in line with 
the story of Hdsea’s love in chap. 3. The hedging-in of Israel 
and her removal from all temptations to nature-worship, as well 
as the wooing and alluring by Jahve, correspond to Hosea’s mode 
of treating Gomer in 3:3. 12 One is tempted to ask whether in 
Hosea’s own story there was not also a more detailed reference to 
the wooing and alluring of his wife. It is not really necessary to 

>2 Of the arguments against the Hosean authorship of 2:8, 9 which Dr. Harper gives on 
p. 236, the points that they break the connection between vss. 7 and 10, that they anticipate 
vs. 11, and that they differ in rhythm and strophic structure from their context, prove nothing 
else than that they are not in their right place. This is true. They are a fragment. But 
their Hosean authorship is by no means invalidated thereby. As to the assertion that 
they do not harmonize with 3:3, since here the “ voluntary return of the woman is described, 
while there she is held in forcible restraint,” we ask: What does vs. 8 mean, if not that she 
will be prevented from having intercourse with her lovers? Is this essentially different 
from 3:3 except in phraseology? And what else can be the possible meaning of the seclusion 
in 3:3 than that she may be won back again? We must not overlook that Hosea is to love 
her still; that he is therefore trying by all possible means to win her again ; the punishment 
is not punitive but redemptive. 

For the arguments against the genuineness of 2: 16,17 compare Harper, loc. cit ., p. 238. 
(1) That they differ from the point of view expressed in vss. 11 *qq. is true, but it is to be 
remembered lhat the passages belong to two different periods in Hosea’s preaching. (2) 
The different view in vs. 5 does not exclude the one in these verses. Hosea had both con¬ 
ceptions: (a) Jahve will take away all evidences of the supposed power of the nature-deities 
by turning the land into a wilderness; ( b ) when he tries to win back Israel, Hosea thinks of 
the wilderness period when Israel was faithful. Jahve will allure her thither and will try 
to woo for her love again under those favorable conditions when she is away from the Baals, 
her paramours. (3) 11:1 shows that the time of youth was a period of love. 12:4 refers to 
something else. Israel’s present unfaithfulness has not always existed; there was a time 
when she was faithful. (4) It is true that the order of thought in vs. 17 is not Hosean, 
because for Hosea blessings could come only after repentance. The question presents itself: 
Shall we regard vs. 17a as not from Hosea, or as misplaced? It would be in its place after 
the section, and would be a good link between this section and the following; its genuine* 
ness depends on that of vss. 23 sqq. (3) It is certainly strange to regard the figure of allure¬ 
ment as a later phrase, and to refer to Ezekiel for it in a book that speaks so much of love. 
And, in regard to the valley of Achor, the reference is much more naturally to the time of 
the exodus, referred to here by “the wilderness,” than to Isa. 65:10. The story of Achan 
and Achor must have been well known to Hosea. There Israel was purged from sin; the 
valley became a door of hope in consequence. (6) That the rhythm and strophic structure 
of these verses are different from the context simply shows that the verses do not go with 
vss. 4 sqq. This is true and has been assumed above. But it does not prove that the verses 
are not Hosean. 
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suppose that this was so, because 3:3 is sufficient. Though these 
sections furnish us with no remnants of Hosea’s own story, they 
cast a light on it nevertheless: as Hosea’s treatment of his wife 
symbolized and illustrated Jahve’s treatment of Israel, so Jahve’s 
methods of winning her back throw a light on Hosea’s way of 
regaining his wife’s love. 

It is true that the third section which speaks of the wonderful 
fertility 6i the land has no corresponding point in Hosea’s life. 
And yet it is very closely interwoven with the whole conception 
of Jahve’s method: first the taking-away of the fertility in order 
to show that it is his gift not the Baalim’s; then the restoration 
of the former relation of love which is most naturally crowned by 
Jahve’s gift of wonderful fertility. Israel knows now Jahve and 
loves him, and Jahve naturally delights in giving her his choicest 
gifts. 11 

It is true that all three sections have their real place after 
chap. 3. They are, however, Hosean, standing in organic rela¬ 
tion to Hosea’s vital message. Hosea still believes that the exile 
will come, but the stern prophet of doom has become the prophet 
of love—a love that is faithful in spite of the wife’s unfaithful¬ 
ness; a love that punishes, but in order to redeem, to win back 
the old affection, to restore and to bless. Thus he is the prophet of 
hope—deathless hope, because he is the prophet of deathless love. 

If we now attempt to sketch, on the basis of the results of our 
investigation, the story of Hosea’s family life, we get the following: 

Hosea is a prophet at the time of his marriage to Gomer bath 
Diblaim. He becomes in a real sense the prophet that he was to 
be by his marriage and its results. He names his three children 
by symbolical names. His family is to symbolize the relation of 
Jahve to Israel, at first only in the names of the children which 

*3 The only real argument brought forward by Harper, p. 244, against the genuineness 
of these verses would be that the materialistic blessings are not in keeping with the spirit 
of the teaching of Hosea, if it could be proved that the contemplation of the full restora¬ 
tion of Israel to Jahve’s favor is not Hosean. But this is impossible ip the light of chap. 3, 
where the hope of full restoration is implied in the continued love in spite of unfaithful¬ 
ness. It is difficult to see how Hosea, who announced as punishment the turning of the 
land into a wilderness, and who sees in this fact the sign of the overthrow of the Baal- 
power, believing that the people must come to understand that it is no one but Jahve who 
gives them corn and wine and flax and oil and all material blessings, could fail to promise 
for the time of re-established love marvelous fertility and wonderful material blessings. 

Of course, it is impossible to assert that vs. 20, which belongs to this section, must be 
original if vss. 23-25 are original. The idea of universal peace is usually regarded as 
belonging to later times; but if Isa. 2:4 should, after all, belong to Isaiah (or his contem¬ 
porary Micah), we could not well deny this verse 20 to Hosea. 

If vs. 17a, which links this section with vss. 16 sqq ., is placed before vss. 20, 23-25, we 
have no really valid argument against its genuineness. 
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are to be perpetual sermons to Israel. Not yet does Hosea know 
that his whole family life is to be a symbol of Jahve’s and Israel’s 
relation. After the birth of his third child he discovers that his 
wife is unfaithful. He decides to divorce her and to disown her 
children. As a prophet he has spoken of the casting-away of 
Israel by Jahve for the same reason: faithlessness. He sees in 
this unfaithfulness of his wife the symbol of Israel’s unfaithful¬ 
ness and believes that Jahve will also cast Israel away. But then 
comes Jahve’s revelation commanding him not to divorce her, but 
to love her still. And as the reason for this unheard-of command 
Jahve declares that he also loves unfaithful Israel still. Such a 
love is more than human; but Jahve is God and not man. He 
cannot bear to cast Israel away forever (c/. also 11:8 sqq.). And 
with this command Jahve gives Hosea also instruction as to the 
mode of treatment for his wife. She shall be shut off from her 
lover, and Hosea is to be kind to her. Thus will Jahve also pro¬ 
ceed with Israel. The exile comes, but through it the glad days 
of early love shall be restored. 

The principal points on which this reconstruction depends may 
be summarized as follows: 

1. We have the story of Hosea’s marriage only in fragmentary 
form, and not entirely in Hosea’s own words; chap. 3 is by him¬ 
self, chap. 1 by a disciple. 

2. 1: 26 does not go back to Hosea, but is a later addition. 

3. 3:1 TE? should be translated, “Still go and love a woman, 
who loves another and is an adulteress.” 

4. 3:2 is not in its right place; it belongs to Hosea’s own 
story, where it stood after the point narrated in 1:2. 

5. 3:3 “pbtf D7) should be translated, “yet I on my part 
am thine.” 

6. 2:4a/3, 6, 7a, 12 are remnants of Hosea’s own story, telling 
of his intention to divorce his wife and disown his children, and 
punish the adulteress with terrible severity, which, indeed, is pre¬ 
supposed by the divine intervention in 3:1. 

7. 2:8, 9; 2:16, 176, 21, 22; 2:17a (20), 23-25 are Hosean, 
but belong really after chap. 3. 
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By John M. P. Smith, 

The University of Chicago. 

The difficulty of the little book of Obadiah is in inverse ratio 
to its size. It has long been the occasion of various conflicting 
hypotheses as to its meaning and origin. The first important 
contribution to a right understanding of the book was made by 
Ewald, to whom belongs the credit of many another first step in 
the path of progress in Biblical interpretation. The recognition 
of older and younger elements in this prophecy was Ewald’s dis¬ 
tinctive merit. To an older prophet, a contemporary of Isaiah* 
he assigned the first ten verses of Obadiah, which were preserved 
also in Jer., chap. 49, but in a less perfect form. A prophet 
living amid the innumerable sufferings of the captivity took up 
this earlier oracle and supplemented it by vss. 11-21, of which 
vs8. 11-14, 16, 19-21 were entirely his own product, while vss. 
15, 17, 18 were fragments of the older prophecy carefully worked 
over by the exilic prophet. 

Hitzig held to the priority of the oracle as found in Jeremiah* 
but departed from all his predecessors in placing the origin of 
the Obadiah prophecy in its present form as far down as 312 B. C.* 
at which time Antigonus sent an expedition against Petra. 

Franz Delitzsch, Keil, Orelli, and Kirkpatrick maintain the 
unity of the prophecy, and the priority of Obadiah to Jer. 
49:7-22. They find the only suitable occasion of the prophecy 
in connection with the attack upon Jerusalem by Philistines and 
Arabs in the reign of Jehoram (2 Chron. 21:16, 17). 

Kuenen, followed closely by Cornill, Driver, Wildeboer, and 
Selbie (in Hastings’ Dictionary ), took up the suggestion of 
Ewald and found in vss. 1-9 an older prophecy from some 
unknown period before the captivity, and in vss. 10-21 an utter¬ 
ance from some time after 536 B. C., probably about the middle of 
the fifth century B. C. Obadiah and Jeremiah both used the older 
oracle, but Jeremiah much the more freely. The view of Kttnig 
( Einleitung) varies slightly from this in that he assigns to the 
early period vss. 1-10, 16a, 18, 19a, 206, which belong to an age 
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prior to Amos, while the remainder was inspired by the experiences 
of the fall of Jerusalem and the exile. Jer. 49:7-22 simply 
reproduces Obadiah. 

The most recent defenders of the unity of Obadiah are Norbert 
Peters, Die Prophetic Obadjall's (1892), and Albert Condamin, 
“L’unit6 d’Abdias,” Revue biblique , Vol. IX (1900), pp. 261-08. 
Peters finds the occasion of the prophecy in connection with the 
war between Amaziah of Judah and Joash of Israel, which fol¬ 
lowed close upon Amaziaha victory over Edom. Condamin’s 
plea for the unity rests solely upon considerations of rhythm and 
strophe, and does not concern itself with finding a suitable his¬ 
torical background for the utterance. 

Wellhausen was the first to find the main dividing-point 
between the new and the old after vs. 14. Eliminating vss. 6, 8, 
9, 12 as interpolations, he dates vss. 1-14, 156 in the first half of 
the fifth century B. C., and vss. 15a, 16-21 at some later time. 
Wellhausen’s position has been sustained in all essentials by the 
two leading commentators of the last decade, viz., Nowack and 
Marti, and by Cheyne in the Encyclopedia Biblica. 

George Adam Smith adheres to the pre-exilic date of the 
original prophecy, used both by Obadiah and Jeremiah. This 
older oracle is found in vss. 1-6, while vss. 7, 10-21 come from 
the days of the exile, and vss. 8, 9 “form a difficulty.” 

Winckler, Altorientalische Forschungen , Zweite Reihe, Band 
III (1900), pp. 425-57, gives a characteristically original and 
ingenious interpretation of Obadiah. The older prophecy con¬ 
sists of vss. 1-18, minus vss. 13, 176 and a few detached glosses. 
This oracle was given in connection with an unsuccessful revolt 
in Judah and Jerusalem in the reign of Darius, at which time the 
Edomites turned against the Jews. 1 The evidence for this revolt 
is furnished by a new interpretation of the book of Daniel. The 
remainder of the prophecy, vss. 19-21, was added some time in 
the Maccabean age, and probably in 63 B. C. when Aristobulus 
and Hyrcanus, the sons of Alexander Jannseus, were struggling 
for the kingdom, and Aristobulus was besieged in the temple by 

i Nowack (p. 177), in stating that Winckler places the original prophecy in the reign of 
Antiochus, totally misrepresents Wmckler's view. Nowack apparently did not read Winck¬ 
ler far enough, for on the very noxt page (p. 431) tho latter, speaking of the age of Antiochus 
as a possible date, says: “Dazu kommt, dass ton und sprache des liedes kaum in eine so 
spAte zeit weisen .... das lied ist entstanden zwischen der eroberung durch Nebukadnezar 
und der durch Antiochos. Dann mhsste also Jerusalem einmal in der zwischenzeit erobert 
worden sein.” The exact time for the origin of the prophecy decided upon by Winckler is 
indicated on p. 453 of his discussion, and also in KATA, p. 295. 
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Harith and Antipater of Edom, the allies of Hyrcanus. The 
siege was raised upon the approach of the Roman army under 
Pompey. 

While scholars have been thus busy with the questions of the 
date and unity of the book, its poetic form has not received due 
consideration. The only treatments of this phase of the prophecy 
are those of Condamin in Revue biblique for 1900, and Sievers, 
Metrische Studien , I (1901), pp. 478-82. Both of these ignore 
the results of historical criticism, proceeding on the supposition 
of the unity of the book. Sievers, moreover, makes no attempt 
to secure strophic structure, while Condamin has recourse to the 
generally discredited theories of D. H. Mtlller and Zenner, with 
their strophe, antistrophe, alternate strophe, responsion, and 
inclusion. 

The present arrangement follows Wellhausen, Nowack, and 
Marti in regarding vss. 7d, 8, 9, 15a, 16-21 as later additions to 
the original prophecy. It retains vs. 6 as part of the original, 
with Kuenen, Driver, G. A. Smith, Winckler, et al. Its chief 
variation from previous results is in athetizing vss. 12-14. This 
step has been taken partly in view of the difference in the metre 
of these verses, which is the regular qtnah rhythm, while the 
preceding and following context is in ordinary trimeter. Varia¬ 
tions of metre within the same poem are, of course, found in both 
ancient and modern poetry, and Hebrew poetry furnishes several 
examples. But the variation here is in the middle of a prophetic 
discourse, is accompanied by no introductory word or statement, 
and is sustained through six lines. Not infrequently a passage 
in qlnah movement occurs at the beginning of an address ( e . g., 
Am. 5:2 sqq.), or is found as the closing climax of a speech ( e . g., 
Hos. 6:7-11); and occasional lapses into this rhythm for a line 
or two are very common ( e . #., vs. 6 of this prophecy, where the 
dirge rhythm furnishes a fitting closing line for the strophe 2 ); 
but parallels for an unannounced and extended variation such as 
this are wanting. Furthermore, the transition from the past to 
the present which these verses involve is exceedingly abrupt. 
The supposition that the prophet here transports himself in 
imagination to the period which he is describing, and details the 
events of that distant time in the form of deprecatory pleas to the 

* Budde, ZA IV., Vol. II, p. 34, makes the qlnah extend also through vs. 7, but this 
involves the acceptance of the division of the verse as found in the Massoretic accentuation; 
see below, note 13. 
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foe, is at the best forced and unnatural, and without a parallel in 
the Old Testament. Nor is it possible to render bfc< with the 
imperfect in the sense, “thou shouldst not have, etc.,” for bfc< can 
only refer to the present or future, except in the few cases in 
which it has assumed the functions of tfb with a historical tense, 
and such an interpretation is clearly out of the question here. 
The passage is most naturally taken as the utterance of a par¬ 
ticipant in the conditions it sets forth, and as such it has no place 
as a part of the original oracle. It is wholly lacking in data 
which would fix the time of its origin more definitely. It may 
have been occasioned by some devastation of Jerusalem during 
the Persian or Greek age, record of which has not been preserved. 
It might even be older than the prophecy in which it is now incor¬ 
porated, and its absence from Jeremiah’s version of that prophecy 
would not militate seriously against such a supposition. 

The book as a whole is thus constituted of three elements: A, 
The Vision of Obadiah concerning Edom, vss. l-7c, 10, 11, 156; 
B, A Protest against the Unbrotherly Conduct of Edom, vss. 
12-14; C, The Coming Triumph of Israel over All its Foes, vss. 
15a, 16-21; and the fragment, vss. 8-9, of which a variant 
appears in Jer. 49:7. 8 These three elements are not vitally 
related one to another. They differ in form, in thought, in point 
of view, and in spirit. Their only bond of union is that they all 
arose out of the same general cause, viz., Edom’s cruel treatment 
of Israel. 

A is composed of five six-line trimeter strophes. The move¬ 
ment of the thought is very clear: Strophe I describes the send- 
ing-forth of Yahweh’s decree against Edom and her resulting 
humiliation. Strophe II pictures the former arrogance of Edom 
which would set even Yahweh at defiance. Strophe III narrates 
in detail the present utter desolation of Edom. Strophe IV 
contrasts the treachery of Edom’s allies with Edom’s own treach¬ 
erous treatment of Israel. Strophe V recalls the details of 
Edom’s former cruelty to Israel and closes with the climax, “thy 

3 Vss. 8 and 9 form a five-line strophe, thus varying from the context, made up of six- 
line strophes, in form as well as suddenly transferring the thought from the present, 
actually existing condition to the future Day of Yahweh. The text runs: 

mrp"DK2 artnn nvn snbn « 
dtot o^aan Tnnam 
-i m2 romm 
Toti T"nna inm 9 
tot ima unarms ■jrnab 
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deed now returns upon thine own head.” B forms only one six- 
line strophe in qinah or pentameter movement. C falls into 
three strophes of four, eight, and eight lines respectively. The 
rhythm is rough and broken, varying between trimeter and tetram¬ 
eter, and in this respect the section departs widely from the 
smooth, regular movement of both A and B. 

A. THE VISION OF OBADIAH CONCEBNING EDOM. 

maj “pin 


4 n*nxb 

mrr hxe tou rmaa 1 i 

nb® dtxi 
‘ rrby *1x2*1 ixupnn 
rrcnb^b T2*ip*i- 
cn» -*nn: *Dp n:n 2 

•tnxa nnx mu 

-jtrwn *pb *i*nr 3 11 

ybo laru tm 
8 n?23 D*na 7 ■'main 
yx TrvrB ■aba mex 
-Dp *Ta 3 5 rraarrox * 

mrr-DXD -tvix 0*5*2 

mm •'six max ro is probably a later element in the superscription, as 
appears from the variant in Jer. P1S02 STirY^ "VDX HD OTltfb, and from the inappro¬ 
priateness of such an expression as IDJPDtD 1 or even ^PTTOTD (Jer. 

49:14), in the mouth of Yahweh; so Selbie, Marti, et al; cf. Nowack. 

® This and the following line are taken from Jer. 49:14, where the original form seems 
to have been better preserved. The line in Obad. nTOnb^b rrby rra*p:i maip is too 
long, is repetitious, and lacks the descriptive quality of the lines in Jeremiah. rVQ"lp3T 
seems to be agloss suggested by "0TT21D of 1.1; it is unsuitable in the mouth of a messenger 
(so Hitzig). Cf. Sievers. The reading vb^ (Wellhausen, Nowack, Duhm, Marti) is 
unnecessary. 

nna ■'ITS. Jer. 49:15 DIM *''W2- DIM is required as a parallel 
for 0*P3Q (Nowack, Selbie, Marti), and HPfcC is necessary to the metre (contra Sievers). 

7 So Jer. 49:16. This is required as a parallel to TJD© ; moreover, it completes the 
metre and the sense of 1. 3. So Wellhausen, Nowack, Sievers, and Selbie. 

s This word, preserved in Jer. 49:16, seems preferable to TPD© , the reading in Obad., 
because it makes the traditional pointing D*!")© intelligible, it furnishes a better parallel 
for 2?b0 1 and it seems to have suggested the term JT^DjIP in 1. 5. 

* The Obad. version inserts here: DPEtP] D^DDID *pD DM 1 but this is lacking in 
Jer. 49:16, is superfluous to the metre, and its presence leaves fPDSP without an object. 
Cf. Sievers. 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 



136 


Hebbaica 


-jb c-'sa d» 10 56 hi 

mbby *mwr aibn 
11 nb'ba D*2D5 DM 5a 
D-n “n::r Mibn 12 
“raw ixsra -p« 6 

mssa vz: 

-‘inb'E bran u 7 iv 

‘'■yranw -jrra ran bs 
14 -xbx raa -jb ibr 
15 -pnnn -mu rrx- 

rwa -cm -prw corns" io 

obvb nrron 

"rau *poy ora u v 

two ikc c-or 
bn; rr Dbxvr-bn 

cm: nrse nnara 
-jb nxr rrer “rate 156 
-jXK-a aix' -jbra 

•o This transposition of vs. 56 is found in Jer. 49:9, and is required by the reconstruction 
of the lines here adopted. So Sievers. 

ii So Jer. 49:9. In Obad. the text runs: 

■p 1MD D’QP DM 

nb^b tpd dm 

But *IMD is a dittograph from vs. 56 (so Sievers), and "HTW DM is a gloss or variant 
to 0^23} Dfct (so Q. A. Smith and Sievers). Wellhausen, Nowack, Selbie, Cheyne, and 
Marti retain lb but omit the entire line nb'b TitB dm, disregarding the 

reading in Jeremiah. 

,a nnT0nD is omitted as a gloss, with Wellhausen, Condamin, Sievers, Cheyne, 

and Marti. 

13 "pif'EJn belongs with the preceding context (so G, 3, and most modern commenta¬ 
tors), rather than with the following as in iHG. 

l4 TOnb of iB® is lacking in G, and is to be omitted as a corrupt dittograph- of 
T3btD ; so Wellhausen, G. A. Smith, Sievers, Selbie, Marti, et ah 

I5ja® adds 12 n312P ’ptf, which is a marginal note (so Nowack, Cheyne, Marti, 
et al.) probably suggested by vs. 8. Cf. Winckler’s proposal to read X12H and transpose 
the clause to follow rsiBitt of vs. 66. 

16 bl3p1Q of vs. 9 belongs to vs. 10 (so G, and nearly all interpreters), and with npr» 
constituted a marginal note on TTItf OOTID; when incorporated in the text it was forced 
apart to admit "pnfcS within it (so Sievers). Nowack, Selbie, and Marti drop 

bapD , but the retention of 2pJP^ makes the line too long. 

i‘$a® contains another line here: ibTJ P13tD DTQ; but the thought of this 

line is prematurely introduced, the carrying away of spoil must follow the entrance into 
the gates, and the division of the booty. It sounds like a prosaic marginal note. 
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B. A PBOTEST AGAINST EDOM’S UNBBOTHEBLY CONDUCT. 

dt« DT3 !! ray ny®a aiOT-ba i3o 
"irrco ora II 18 -pnsa ion bai 12 a 
ms ora ll -pa bt;n bto 12 c 
J1 ma« ora n “ibra “aj-nbOT b&o 13c 
Tt3'bB”n« msnb || prsn by ■rayrrbgi h 
ms nra n ma -scrrbKi 

c. Israel’s approaching triumph. 

mambs-by mn-DV mp-a isa i 
Tip *vrby orrna toso 16 
rrr trwrbs “mir 
rn mbs rpn **wi wi 

“ntrbs rrnn * ( vs tot n ii 
omo-ma n» 2 ‘ ram 
•ax apy rva hot is . 
nanb rcr hot 
* apb lay rrai 
Dibasi ora ipbm 
lay trab ttu mn-abi 
ran mrr *5 

is Yss. 12 and 13 seem to be variants of an earlier common text (so Winckler, Marti). 
Ys. 136 nnmn nnfcC~03 is only another form of vs. 12a, while vs. 126 

(3*7E>$ E"P3 STTirP ^D^b rP2©n bs$l) is a prosaic repetition of vs. 12c. WeUhausen 
and Nowack omit vs. 12 entirely as a gloss. In Tna dtq of vs. 12a DT is clearly a 
dittograph (so Winckler, Nowack, and Marti). 

i» j&® "HD3. As above, Winckler, who cites the parallel infinitive D13fiC of vs. 126 
in support of the change. "HDD is A eyoficvov. (& renders the last word of the variant 

line (vs. 136) by oA«0pov avr»v, and this is the only occurrence in the Old Testament of oA«0pov 
as an equivalent of , which now stands in JH® of vs. 136. However, oA«tfp«w^<iv is the 
rendering for rVQ in Judg. 6:25, 28, 30 and Numb. 4:18. Hence G’s rendering of VPfcC in 
vs. 136 and the V733 of vs. 12a point to the Niph'al infinitive as the original 

reading. 

njnbtpp. Ewald, Olshausen, Wellhausen, KOnig, Nowack, Selbie, Marti, et 

al. read T* n^tDD * which Oort ( Textu* Hebraici Emendationes , 1900) modifies to nb«n 
*7*7*3. But the reading adopted here is much easier and is subject to no serious objections. 
Judg. 19:23 furnishes a case of attached to the verb as here, rather than to as is 
more customary; and nb XD in the sense of T> Jib® occurs in 2 Sam. 6:6; 22:17 (= Ps* 
18:17). See N. Peters, Die Prophetie Obadjah'e (1892), p. 98. 

ai iH® . G aw«Ai'a? avTw v, exactly as in vs. 126, where the text is ; so also 

Winckler and Nowack. Marti, • 

wbv As above: Wellhausen, Nowack, G. A. Smith, Condamin, Selbie, Marti, 
et al. Sievers omits it as a gloss. The line is too long, and might easily be lightened by 
treating "irflDI as a dittograph from the preceding line. But that the two lines began with 
the same word as far back as the time of the Greek translation is rendered probable by the 
fact that Codex Vaticanus of G omits 1. 3 completely. 

ja® adds tnp rrm, which seems to be a marginal note; cf. Winckler. 

2* JR® adds n*0 i which is probably a repetition from the following line. 
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"nbBwm “assn nm 19 hi 
" ims» ntD n« wm 
“lybsn n« ■pmai 
“btoia" •'sab riTrrbnn nbm 20 
■nsca -VOK DbolT flbiT 
assn *ny n« tut 
" fp* vq dtotb ibri 21 
roibrn mrrb nrrm 

25 iK® adds nn"n^» which is treated as a gloss by Wellhausen, Nowack 

Sievers, Cheyne, Marti, et al. 

2 « 1 BB adds OVfflbSmK. a gloss; so also the scholars cited in note 24. 

27 1"nTQtD nHJ n*Tl Of f&Z seems to be a gloss; so Marti. 

28 fH® nEH3! TP 0^DIP2D is a corrupt gloss. 

22 fH® adds IIEP IDBfljb, a gloss; so Marti. The text of vss. 19c-21 is 

i ncurably corrupt. 
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TERRA-COTTA VASES FROM BISMYA. 


By Edgar James Banes, 

The University of Chicago. 

The mounds of Bismya abound in terra-cotta vases, both frag¬ 
mentary and entire. In places upon the surface the potsherds 
are strewn so thickly that the ground beneath is invisible. Below 
the surface, on the slopes of the higher mounds, the houselike 
tombs of unbaked bricks contained from one to twenty vases each. 
Everywhere in the dirt the workmen came upon vases concealed 
with contents once valuable to the owner; in one was a collection 
of twenty-seven tablets. In the old wells, in the vertical drains, 
in the corners of the houses, in the plain at the foot of the 
mounds, in a shaft sunk from the summit of the temple hill, 
through platforms of temples constructed by Dungi, Ur-Gur, 
Naram-Sin, Sargon, and by earlier kings whose names are 
unknown, and through several strata of more ancient ruins, vases 
appeared. Eight and a half meters below the surface, or five 
meters below the level of the platform constructed 4500 B. C., 
were two large burial urns; two meters lower was a smaller one; 
and 13.20 meters from the surface, on the sand of the desert 
level, was a thick layer of the fragments of the earliest pottery 
known. Fully a thousand vases, in a condition more or less 
perfect, were excavated at Bismya. 

In size the vases varied. One, less than two centimeters high, 
is so minute that it resembles the cup of a child’s toy tea-set; at 
its sides are two minute handies pierced with holes. Others, like 
reservoirs for the storage of water, or huge burial urns, are nearly 
a meter in height. In shape they vary as greatly as in size. 
Some, as Nos. 17, 19, 34, and 35, possess all the grace of the 
products of the Greek potter. Several have pointed bases that 
they may stand erect in the dirt, or be placed in a wooden frame, 
as the modern Bagdad water-jar. Very few, as Nos. 1 and 16, 
which were provided with handles or projections pierced with 
small holes, were probably suspended in the temple. Still fewer 
of the vases are decorated. No. 8, a form discovered in various 
sizes, has running about it several coils resembling a rope. 
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No. 6 represents a vase built up of different rings like a pocket 
drinking-cup, and a few others, as Nos. 1, 37, and 47, are deco¬ 
rated with grooves. No. 23, which is of well-kneaded clay, burned 
black, is decorated with a series of circles, dots, and squares. 
Nos. 43 and 48, two large thin-walled vases found near the sur¬ 
face, bear the black marks of their makers or owners, apparently 
painted with a composition of bitumen. From the general 
appearance of these two vases, their location when found, and 
the marks which resemble similar marks upon late bricks, I am 
inclined to believe that they are post-Babylonian. It may be 
said that the chief decoration of the Babylonian vase was its 
form. No. 16 is in the shape of a boat; No. 31, a small terra¬ 
cotta lamp, terminates in the head of an ox; while Nos. 19, 22, 
40, 41, and 51 are in form exact duplicates of vases now manu¬ 
factured in Bagdad. 

The Babylonian vase was sometimes provided with a cover 
consisting of a baked clay disk about fifteen centimeters in 
diameter. In the center is a small knob pierced with a hole to 
admit the air; the knob prevented the dust which might accumu¬ 
late upon the cover from falling easily within. Frequently, when a 
vase was buried, a finely woven cloth was fastened over its mouth, 
and then sealed with soft clay. Although the cloth has long 
perished, the impressions of its threads are still visible upon the 
clay. No. 53, a funeral urn, is covered with a dish resembling 
an inverted soup plate. 

The material from which the vases were made was the common 
clay found in most parts of alluvial Mesopotamia. The extent to 
which it was kneaded varied greatly, probably depending upon 
the use for which the vase was intended. In the larger, coarser 
jars and burial urns, finely cut straw was mixed with the clay. 
From the study of Bismya pottery it is evident that a wheel 
was employed at every period, yet all of the vases were not 
turned. No. 43, a form reconstructed from several fragments 
from the lowest strata of the temple hill, and which therefore 
dates several millenniums before 4500 B. C., has the appearance 
of having been formed by placing the clay upon a flat surface, 
and while the potter shaped it with one hand, he turned the 
board or flat stone, whatever it was upon which it rested, with the 
other. This was probably the origin of the potter’s wheel; it was 
but a matter of time when an arrangement was attached to the 
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board that it might be turned with the feet. Nos. 14 and 15, a 
common form of the cup of 4500 B. C. and later, bear distinct 
evidences of the wheel. A peculiarity of the wheel-turned vases 
is a rough base left as when broken away from the board. Nos. 
8, 6, 36, 38, and 49 were built up by hand, either because of the 
unusual size of some of them, or because a board or stone, the 
primitive wheel, was not at hand. Some vases, as Nos. 16, 31, 
46, and 52, must of necessity, on account of their forms, have 
been built up. 

The prevailing color of the pottery is a yellowish brown, some¬ 
times tinged with green or pink. The clays of Babylonia, when 
baked, give a variety of beautiful tints. Some of the vases found 
in the temple shaft were colored on the exterior with a vivid red; 
yet as a rule it may be said that in the very earliest times the 
pottery was baked to a deep-brown or black color. 

The uses to which the various vases were put is difficult to 
determine. No. 31 is a lamp. No. 29 is an ibrik for washing 
the hands, identical in form and size with those still used in 
Babylonia. Nos. 14 and 15 are early drinking-cups, and No. 9 
is a drinking-cup of a later period. No. 5 was used for some 
purpose in the temple service. No. 10 was probably a plate for 
food. Nos. 6 and 8, when large, were used for the storage of 
water and grain. Nos. 27, 33, 42, 44, 51, and probably several 
others, were burial urns. No. 52 is the coffin of a small child of 
a very late period; while No. 46, which is divided into four com¬ 
partments, was apparently-used for household purposes. Nos. 22 
and 23 were probably the common water-jars, yet these and other 
vases of nearly every form and size were placed in the late Baby¬ 
lonian graves to contain the food and the drink for the dead. 


1 . 

2 . 


3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 


8 . 


9. 

10 . 


DIMENSIONS OF VASES. 


Height Length 


Height 

Length 

. 18 cm. 

11. 

. 12 cm. 


. 51 

12. . 

. 4 


15 

13. 

12 


. 20 

14. . 

. 9 


45.5 

15. 

3 


In various sizes. 

16. . 

. 4 

9 cm. 

. 22 cm. 

17. 

7.5 


In various sizes. 

18. . 

Diameter 

. 13 cm. 


U it u 

3 cm. 

19. 

Height 

32 cm. 
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DIMENSIONS OF VASES—CONTINUED. 


20. . 


Height 

. 24 cm. 

Length 

37. 

Height Length 

. 11.5 cm. 

21. 

. 

8 


38. 

10.5 

22. . 


. 9 


39. 

. 7 

23. 

, 

16.5 


40. 

9 

24. . 


. 12 


41. 

. 10 

25. 


10 


42. 

25 

26. . 


. 6 


43. 

. 21 

27. . 


. 20 


44. 

8 

28. 


9 


45. 

. In various dimensions 

29. . 


. 25 


46. 

18 cm. 

30. 


30 


47. 

. 29 

31. . 


. 3.5 

7 cm. 

48. 

26 

32. 


8 


49. 

. 76 

33. . 


. 8 


50. 

.29 

34. 


29 


51. 

. 37 

35. . 


. 20 


52. 

.12 40 cm. 

36. 


8 


53. 

. 24 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 







THE TURKOMAN DEFEAT AT CAIRO. 

By Solomon ben Joseph Ha-Kohen. 

EDITED WITH INTRODUCTION AND NOTES. 

By Julius H. Greenstone.* 

THE MANUSCRIPT. 

The fragment presented in this monograph is from the 
Schechter-Taylor collection of the Cambridge University Li¬ 
brary, No. 174; size 24.3X9.1 cm. The writing (text without 
margin) measures 23.5 X 8 cm. It is one of the Genizah frag¬ 
ments lately 1 unearthed by Professor Solomon Schechter in a 
ruined synagogue in Cairo, Egypt. It consists of one leaf, 
written on both sides of the paper, each page being divided into 
two columns. The writing is in an old, square hand, with a 
strong turn to the cursive (Rashi script). The whole appears to 
have been written by one man with the same ink, although some 
of the vowels, as well as a few minor additions, seem to have 
been added later in a paler ink. The fragment as a whole is 
well preserved; the writing is clear; the paper, while somewhat 
yellowish and broken in folding, escaped the destructive hand of 
time and presents a fine appearance, as will be seen from the 
accompanying photograph. 

This fragment is not the original composition. It is a copy 
made either by the author himself or by someone else. This is 
indicated by the transposition of a few lines which the copyist 
placed in the wrong place and then, by explicit directions, indi¬ 
cated where the misplaced lines really belonged. L. 93, for 
example, is placed between 11. 99 and 100, and the copyist, by 
clear and unmistakable signs (DTETTCl to succeed the line 

beginning with the word DTISTffl), indicates the reinsertion of the 
line in its proper place. The same is the case with 1. 110, which 
is placed here between 11. 105 and 106, because there was a little 
room left; but the direction is given that it is to follow the line 

♦Thesis presented to the Faculty of Philosophy of the University of Pennsylvania in 
partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Ph.D. 
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beginning with the word !TOb below (b3C8). L. 146 is placed 
at the end of the poem, because the copyist omitted it from its 
proper position. LI. 120 and 121 are transposed, and are indi¬ 
cated as being so by the letters 2 and 8 added at the beginning 
of the lines. The last line, which contains the number of lines 
in the poem, is probably an addition of the copyist. 

On the margin, between 11. 145 and 147, there is inserted the 
word rrabtt, in a paler ink, but apparently by the same hand. 
This is probably of no particular significance. The word 
seems to have been tampered with, but all indications point to 
the fact that the erasure as well as the correction was done by the 
same hand. 

The manuscript is provided with vowel-points and other dia¬ 
critical signs in a few places only, where the reading would 
otherwise not have been very clear. Thus, the to and the to are 
frequently indicated. The aspirate sounds of 3, "I, 5, H, are 
indicated by a line over the letter. 2 The j and the 1 are most 
frequently so indicated, the 2 only twice (11. 128, 129), "j once 
(1. 70), the n twice (11. 3, 111). There is no instance of the 
2 and 9 being indicated as aspirates. This, however, may be 
entirely accidental and does not warrant the conclusion that these 
letters were not aspirated. All the vowel-signs, known to us at 
present, ~, t, T, TT, T, i, *1, “, as well as the Sheva ~, occur 
in this fragment. Once the Patah occurs in the form of a vertical 
line under the letter, after the Arabic long Fatha over the letter, 
but here (1. 4) the vowel happens to be short. Peculiar is the 
combination of the short “ with the long *1, the first to indicate 
that the vowel is short, and the second serving merely as a sign 
for the vowel u. 

The Arabic inscription on the second page was probably 
written before the paper was used for the poem. The writer of 
the Hebrew poem made use of a sheet that he found, leaving 
vacant the space occupied by the Arabic. Otherwise there would 
have been no reason for his leaving the spaces in the middle of 
cols. 3 and 4. The Arabic inscription itself is unintelligible. It 
is evident that the sheet was cut off from a larger sheet, the 
Arabic words being a continuation of the larger sheet. 
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o> *V(i> mv-VM 
ft>j 'H9IH3 b'j'y'y* 
f'K'A*lV> B"JK>KO’X3>y>3 

*m•v!V Ul *'\ ev,9n,| “’WMtiwii'i 
J. "VfcsK>e - n»i;s® 

e= ? ^ > r ,t, ’^' , »Kl'n 'bty 1 

*o*V»fyo 

£**w ^'. rbin^^ 1 
>-$5 *RaR&: Sffigpa*** 

Sss^ * 5 S?a 
^atssss: 

, -'"rv ’-V IWwSnkM 

”' 5 .’t*f> WO*se** o*vif>i' tf* 3 K» 
^ 1 (, '?f'*l**Si»«/i r-vSktortivny- 

wT*'’ 31 t, ' i, " ,W9 te, »*o» 

toft, 

• to• v,*L , * Y* ^*' to-JfkS to.a**, 

yip^6MH«s^4i 
•te== 3 i? »^VJn3) ** 1 K D2M>5»1*>0I 
0 /*W d ^O* b’nr«m>oir«m 

b*Kur>j 

*7* ? 5 f >M te’hll? »j£v ft* 0ft >j 

, t>b iftfgbt b$/T> aaiatKyl 

: *-x" oi *^t>9t'Vt»wa ,t M) ■ 

>>'V ibf, kij y>\jwt )Of»o>ir 
ft>n>[H)jta>!^fi 
«22S t, 'i?’ t '-*’>( W>W Ob toTf’^O') 

.. QV?U^ 

x 15 *’*».'»rj*to“»» , i 5* fS)**Y»VV:>o»fti 


OfW 

h»n‘AK« 


vwyf'' 4 ' 


..-wo*yi*n*AKKiw 

Qtyb^.V WK- ^I'vai/ 1 ^'’' 

^yy> 

)'&>****) ’*♦ 
•» ’rinw 

b y h)y^ ir^KTWi^y eu> 

S^ty- 5 * v*ttv»b‘ >iK3jr »•> b t>w 

to 'Wa)Xyy}2> K> jy#t> Sjjonpi VK'K 

Sl2r* jyww «&&$«£ 

^ w> b4/ o3> t^j 



' 2 SS?^ 2 Sr M»m* 
wmp^Sm %W$£ 

0«fttoto)'M>JO>ci 1 3ft Jwjjaftftb 

* 38 K#&£' w+**m 

“•’S?^ k’•*&”*'?' ' ’*o'» *b>y 

^3i, *S! 1 5 , tov , ‘f6)S^>)KfwWlSB0t 
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» to ♦>»*;v*Kf o-Kj’ to ♦»* •>atVfc'fci 
vCoje/t btmi 
o’^pe-^v o**yjor* 1 K 3 tu> 



"HV.5U 0>M-int 
'*”*»*’ o;)i>i->Wo9U 

^•JKSSSSi. b *’*M* , **otf 

'•• t ” , «" i ' V’^” r-,^ 

*5 ** 


es'^cyj cm >1.1)4 ove^V.VVJ' ) 
IJt'M ^ 

oio^io^y^i 
N^VJ. 'itfiX 

D^rr»n>5* 

vtvf©> >rrpf*tOi2b'K>ri 
*^b) *W; 

' tez5 *^r»jl riry t!4» 

r^Viv^r* * KJ1K 

, v ’*>&>!» fO KV >0**3 > j 

t>>S>JV*yV t3*V3fNe»>J‘> «54; 

tt ,v *4*^kl 

t j b'ip tjx **»o/ 

y.^*V*aN kr . 

: WU 1 y .Vv^^XJM-V 

' •• ~ •*•>»? ^W %”*»**»*#<> o«.pi>» ehraiy&Wtosra. 

B’^trin: <na? &%$*>*) ^r>«Acv ojpj* 

^ ^i> > *>£ >* ^ ™ . 4 *w s Jjc ^ k u r\e* TrtJtyib 

*2J2J ai wgfflgs!? 3 ^ 

v “*•*' ’^4*w)%'iN t •- V^kKhiVj^Y.vt^iS 

*w ( «* k$S*£T w«^?^532^r«: 

w'..."'* ’f’ ; >' iff w T.'*»«» l »»i 

“***w «m»»« ••<^2’y > " ‘SSwftw. 
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HISTORICAL SKETCH. 3 

Al-Mustansir b’lllahi Abu Tammlm Ma'add, the eighth Fati- 
mide caliph of Egypt, was one of the weakest and most effeminate 
of the rulers who claimed descent from 'Ali and Fatima. His 
long reign over Egypt, Syria, and Palestine (427-87 A. H., 
1035-94 C. £.), the longest reign ever enjoyed by an oriental 
ruler, was marked with “events and incidents most shameful.” 4 
The intrigues of his mother, a negro slave, presented to his father, 
al-D&hir, by Abu Sa'd Sahl ibn Hartin, a Jewish merchant, 
brought great misfortune to the people of Egypt, and was the 
cause of a revolt of the Turkish soldiers under Na§ir ad-Daula, 
which, for a time, threatened the complete overthrow of the Fati- 
mide dynasty and the establishment of the Abasside rule in Egypt 
and Syria. The rise of the power of the Turkoman tribes under 
Tugrul Beg, Alp Arslan, and Malik Shah, who were faithful 
adherents of the orthodox Abasside caliph of Bagdad, favored 
such a change, and it was only through the wisdom and foresight 
of the vizier, Badr al-Jam&li, that this was partly obviated. The 
end of Mustansir’s reign saw Damascus and the greater part of 
Palestine go over into the hands of the Turkomans, who later 
became the rulers of the whole of Asia Minor. 

Tugrul Beg died soon after he succeeded in establishing peace 
in the provinces of the Abasside caliph, Al-Kaim, and in vanquish¬ 
ing the rebellious general Al-Bassasiri and his army (456, 1063). 
His nephew, Alp Arslan, succeeded him, and during his reign the 
rule of the Turkomans extended over a large area of Syria and 
Palestine. Alp Arslan soon made himself master of Aleppo, and 
one of his generals, Atsiz ibn 'Auk, wrested Palestine and Syria 
from the hands of the Fatimide caliph, Mustansir. He even suc¬ 
ceeded in vanquishing the Greeks and released the emperor, 
Romanus Diogenes, only after a large sum was paid for his ran¬ 
som (August, 1071). His rule, however, was soon cut short. 
When on an expedition in Turkestan, he was assassinated by one 
of the captured chiefs, in 1072. He was succeeded by his son, 
Malik Shah (1072-92), after a series of civil wars, headed by his 
uncle, Kawurd. Malik Shah adopted a liberal policy with regard 
to his princes, which he extended even to those whom he had 
vanquished, allowed them full liberty to seek new kingdoms, “so 
that many of the princes later erected their standards under the 
shadow of his scepter.” 5 The affairs of Asia Minor and Syria 
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were delivered into the hands of his brother, Tutush, who estab¬ 
lished the Turkoman rule in these provinces on a firm basis. 

Matters in Egypt were meanwhile in the most miserable con¬ 
dition. “A great famine, the like of which had never been known 
since the days of Joseph the faithful, desolated Egypt for seven 
years; men ate the flesh of their fellow-men, and, it is said, a 
single piece of bread was sold for fifty pieces of gold.” 6 Pesti¬ 
lence spread through the land in 448, when thousands died daily. 
As a result of these conditions, the soldiers were not paid regu¬ 
larly, and lawlessness and licentiousness spread through the army. 
The negro corps, which had the protection and support of the 
caliph’s mother, and which was always hostile to the Turkish sol¬ 
diers, who constituted the regular army, became much stronger 
during this time, and the antagonism between the two parties 
frequently resulted in bloodshed. The court became entirely 
demoralized; viziers and kadis were changed so frequently during 
these few years that the chronicler, always painstaking and scru¬ 
pulous, ceased recording even their names. 7 In 454 open feud 
broke out between the negro and the Turkish troops, and the 
country was thrown into a state of civil war, which lasted more 
than ten years. Nasir ad-Daula, the leader of the Turkish 
troops, held the caliph for a long period in utter subjection and 
destitution, burnt the royal palace and the valuable royal library 
—a loss mourned by scholars to the present day—removed from 
Cairo all the adherents of the Fatimide dynasty, and contem¬ 
plated the complete overthrow of the Fatimide rule. It is sup¬ 
posed that he intended to proclaim himself the ruler of the land. 8 
The other Turkish generals, however, soon saw through his scheme, 
and Ildeguz, one of his captains, by strategy, killed Na§ir ad- 
Daula and two of his brothers, and was in consequence appointed 
to the office of vizier by the caliph, Mustansir. Ildeguz, how¬ 
ever, did not treat the caliph any better than his predecessor, and 
Mustansir was obliged to look elsewhere for assistance. Such 
assistance soon came from a man who, though of lowly origin, 
possessed the determination and power that make the true leader, 
and that crowned all his undertakings with glorious success. 

Abu-l-Najm Badr, an Armenian slave, purchased by the emir 
Jamal ad-Daula Ibn-Ammar in Syria, whence he obtained his 
name al-Jam&li, was a man of a strong will And of an insatiable 
desire for power and glory. In 455 he was appointed comman- 
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dant of the important stronghold of Damascus. The soldiers of 
the city, however, who would not submit to his stringent measures, 
rose in open revolt and drove him from the city in 456. In 458 
he was again appointed commandant of Damascus, but because of 
another rebellion, Badr remained in 'Akko, as the mayor of the 
town for a number of years, whence he endeavored to check the 
constant progress of the Turkoman armies in Syria. In 466 
Badr was secretly appointed vizier by Mustansir. Badr accepted 
the appointment on the condition that he should be permitted to 
retain his Armenian corps, and that Ildeguz be taken prisoner. 
The conditions being granted, Badr arrived in Cairo on the eve 
of Wednesday, the 28th of Jumada I, 466.® He soon rid him¬ 
self of all the Egyptian emirs, divided their possessions among 
his own officers, and made himself master of the situation. Mus¬ 
tansir, overjoyed at the relief afforded him, showed Badr all 
honor, presented him with a precious garment, and conferred 
upon him the title of Emir al-Juyush (chief of the army)—an 
honorary title held only by a few prefects of Syria—and shortly 
afterward made him chief-kadi (Kadi-l-Kudat) and chief court 
preacher, thus giving him full power over both the secular and 
the religious affairs of the realm. Badr soon showed himself 
worthy of the trust put in him. As soon as he established him¬ 
self in his new position, he set out to restore peace and order in 
the land. In the course of three years he subjugated all the 
rebellious tribes on the coast (467) and in upper Egypt (469), 
showed mildness to the peaceful tribes, and placed the land in a 
condition of peace and prosperity, the like of which it had not 
enjoyed for many years. 

In spite of his stratagem and diplomacy, Badr was unable to 
check the steady advance of Turkoman arms in Syria and Pales¬ 
tine, under the leadership of Atsiz ibn 'Auk. Atsiz conquered 
Jerusalem and Ramla in 463, 10 and began to lay siege to Damas¬ 
cus in the same year. Not successful this time, Atsiz continued 
his onslaughts on Damascus every year, until 468, when, on 
account of a war that broke out in the city between the Berber 
soldiers and the young men of Damascus, the city was delivered 
into his hands, and the most frightful scenes of carnage ensued. 
Atsiz then introduced on the Friday Hotba, on the 26th of Du-1- 
JJijja, the name of the Abasside caliph al-Muktadi. The rule 
of the Fatimide dynasty over Damascus then ceased forever. 
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Emboldened by this victory, Atsiz determined to continue his 
expedition against the Fatimide caliph, and proceeded forthwith 
toward Egypt. He met with little opposition in Syria, and, in 
469, he suddenly appeared before Cairo, at the head of a large 
army of Turkomans, Kurds, and Arabs. His troops were given 
full freedom to look for booty in the outskirts of the capital, while 
Atsiz was negotiating with Badr about terms of peace. He was 
willing to depart from Egypt, if a large sum of money be given 
to him. Badr, however, only wanted to gain time until his troops, 
that were still in upper Egypt, should arrive, and until he made 
some other arrangements for the strengthening of his forces. 
With his native foresight, Badr was ready for defeat and had pre¬ 
pared vessels, wherein the caliph and himself could make their 
escape, in case Atsiz succeeded. By bribing the Turkomans 
under Atsiz, however, Badr was so gloriously successful in an 
engagement that took place at the beginning of the month Rajab 
that Atsiz, accompanied by only a small band of adherents, had 
to escape to Syria, after one of his brothers had been killed and 
another had lost his arm. In Damascus, where he left one of 
his brothers in command, everything was in good order, and 
Atsiz was so pleased with the reception accorded him that he 
relieved the citizens of the taxes for a whole year. The rest of 
Syria and Palestine, however, embraced this opportunity to throw 
off the yoke of the Turkomans, and again declared themselves for 
Mustansir and the Fatimide dynasty, so that Atsiz had to begin 
anew his work of conquest in these provinces. He took Jerusalem 
after a short siege, and put to death the kadi and other municipal 
officers, together with three thousand of the inhabitants of the 
city. He then proceeded to Gaza, and reduced to subjection the 
inhabitants of Syria as far as Al-Arish, close to the Egyptian 
boundary. In 471 Badr sent an army under Na$ir ad-Daula to 
Damascus. Atsiz was compelled to call to his assistance the emir 
Tutush, the brother of Malik Shah who had been appointed 
prefect of Syria. Tutush hastened to his aid, the Egyptians 
withdrew without even attempting to oppose him, and Tutush 
was welcomed by Atsiz at the city gates. Tutush ordered Atsiz 
to be seized and executed on the spot, being probably prompted 
by a feeling of jealousy of Atsiz’ previous victories, and made 
himself master of Damascus on the 11th of Rabi II, 472. 

Atsiz’ siege of Cairo, and his subsequent shameful defeat at 
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the hands of Badr al-Jam&li, form the burden of this poem. The 
exultation of the inhabitants of the Egyptian capital over the suc¬ 
cess of their vizier must have been very great and general among 
all the classes of the population. There might have been an 
additional reason that prompted this Jewish poet to rejoice over 
the defeat of the Turkomans. As appears from the poem, the 
conquest of Jerusalem by Atsiz was very sorely felt by the Jews. 
The author dwells at great length on the cruelties perpetrated 
against the inhabitants of the Holy City, and describes the defeat 
at Cairo as a direct retribution against the Turkomans. Besides, 
the Jews were greatly attached to the Fatimide dynasty, and 
especially to Mustansir, who treated them kindly and gave them 
many privileges. 

THE TEXT. 

The origin and development of mediaeval Jewish poetry have 
formed the subject of much scholarly investigation in modern 
times. The style, method, diction, and metre; the sources, both 
Jewish and foreign, from which these poets have drawn their 
inspiration; the influences exerted upon them by contact with 
Arabic culture; the historical development of the payyetanic lit¬ 
erature; the special themes of the Jewish poets of the Middle 
Ages—all these received special treatment by men like Zunz, 11 
Delitzsch, 12 Dukes, 13 Geiger, 14 and others. We shall, therefore, 
confine ourselves here to a discussion of the characteristics that 
especially mark the production that is now under consideration. 

Our author follows in the footsteps of the earlier Jewish pay- 
yetanim in employing a language which, although mainly based 
on biblical Hebrew, diverges widely from it, both as regards the 
form of expression and the meaning attached to various words. 
All the payyetanim, being saturated with the Talmud and familiar 
with its mode of expression, frequently thinking of biblical pas¬ 
sages, not as they occur in the Bible, but rather in connection 
with the peculiar interpretation attached to them in talmudic 
and midrashic writings, indulged in allusions and metaphors 
that can be understood only by those who have imbibed the 
spirit of the rabbinical writings and are at home in the vast 
talmudic and midrashic literature. This fact will not appear 
strange, when we consider that the Hebrew language was known 
to these writers, not as a living tongue, but as a medium of reli¬ 
gious intercourse, and the religious intercourse of the Jews of all 
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ages was mainly centered around the Talmud and the liturgy, 
which was in itself, to a large extent, produced by the rabbis. 
Hence, the subjects treated by these poets, being mostly of a 
religious nature, lending themselves readily to such figures as are 
employed in the talmudic Agada, were naturally colored by the 
peculiar mode of expression employed in that literature. Thus, 
while influenced to a large extent by Arabic poetry as regards the 
outward form, the Jewish poets always remained on Jewish soil, 
not only in thought and subject-matter, but also in diction, figure, 
and allusion. 15 

The chief peculiarity of this poem consists in its theme. In 
the whole realm of mediaeval Jewish poetry few poems can be 
found that deal with a historical event not intimately connected 
with the history of the Jews. That such poems have not come 
down to us in large numbers does not prove that they did not 
exist. It is very likely that some event of great importance 
stirred the soul of some Jewish poet to compose a song or an 
elegy, as the case might have required. It merely proves that 
the Jews of those times, and also of later years, were so much 
occupied with their own affairs, so much absorbed in the interests 
of their own religion and history, that they neglected to preserve 
poems that were not strictly Jewish. Persecution tends to make 
a people self-centered, especially when solidarity is regarded as 
the only remedy against entire annihilation. The limited horizon 
of the mediaeval Jews betrays itself chiefly in their devotion to 
their religion and its observances, and whatever had no direct 
bearing on faith and ritual was considered of little value. Shut 
up in the Ghetto by inimical external forces, the Jew voluntarily 
cramped his interests and aspirations, became callous to events 
occurring outside of the Ghetto walls, and regarded with indiffer¬ 
ence incidents that might have stirred the world, but did not 
directly affect him. Influenced by that particular view-point 
that the Jew was compelled to take with regard to the outside 
world, the poets, even those who did not confine themselves to 
purely religious themes, and wrote on love, wine, and play, pro¬ 
duced few poems that deal with secular history. It is therefore 
of particular interest to find a poem that has but a remote relation 
to Jewish religion, history, or life, written by a Jew and preserved 
in a Genizah in a Jewish synagogue. 

That the genius of the Hebrew language does not lend itself 
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readily to a description of battles and sieges can be seen from 
this poem. Our author is not devoid of poetic genius, and in a 
few places the narrative is very vivid, and often highly poetic 
and even thrilling. Still, as a whole, this poem compares very 
unfavorably with the master-productions of men like Yehudah 
Halevi, Moses ibn Ezra, and Solomon ibn Gabirol. Influenced 
by the earlier school of payyetanim, whose language is obscure 
and whose figures are frequently forced, dealing with a subject 
that is foreign to the Jewish mind and to the Hebrew language, 
our author produced a poem that is, from the poetic standpoint, 
of mediocre value only. 

There is no particular form of metre followed in this poem. 
Most of the lines consist of twelve syllables, six in each hemistich, 
while many 16 follow the regular metre, very often employed by the 
payyetanim, corresponding to the Arabic Hazaj, 17 which consists 
of a composite syllable followed by two plain syllables, twice 
repeated in each hemistich. 16 It is obvious that the author made 
no conscious effort to retain this metre all through his poem, 
since the exceptions are too numerous to allow such a suggestion. 
The rhyme, however, is strictly observed, all lines, with a few 
exceptions, 19 ending in 0*32. This is the simplest and easiest 
rhyme, since it was of little consequence to change a singular 
into a plural or a feminine into a masculine in order to get this 
ending. The author does not follow the alphabetical acrostic, 
common in mediaeval Jewish poetry, nor does he make an acrostic 
of his own name, according to the practice of the payyetanim. 
He introduces his poem with a quotation from the book of Psalms 
—a book with which he was very familiar—in place of the regular 
Arabic introduction, “In the name of the most merciful God.” 
Some might detect in the first five hemistichs an attempt to 
form an acrostic on the tetragrammaton, a practice largely fol¬ 
lowed by the later Jewish writers in introducing.their composi¬ 
tions. This, however, might have been entirely accidental. The 
beginning of the poem in 1. 3 bears direct signs of Arabic 
influence. 20 

Our author freely indulges in creating new forms for words, 
both in forming plurals for nouns and conjugations for verbs. 
He does not go quite as far as the earlier payyetanim, who 
created, as Zunz 21 puts it, “ephemeral creations,” formed for a 
certain purpose, without any intention to have them become a 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 



The Turkoman Defeat at Cairo 


155 


part of the language. Still, he frequently deviates from biblical 
usage in the formation of words and phrases, in most cases for 
the sake of the rhyme or of completing a line. Of the peculiar 
plural formations 22 may be mentioned such forms as DT27T (1.100), 

d-dss, o*be (l.ioi), dtd*, D'bsaa (i. ill), trers (1.129), 

and others; of masculine endings given to feminine nouns may 
be mentioned such as O^bD (1. 98, from nabs), D'Dp: (1. 99, 
from nap:), oan (li. 109 , 142 , from n:K), D'DS ( 1 . 125, 
from rraa), D'aa: (1. 127, from PIDTO), D'^m (1. 137, from 
n m 2T}Z)> and others. Our author, like many of the other pay- 
yeianim, is very fond of rare words and hapaxlegomena. As 
examples of these may be cited FHS (1. 9), (1. 38), 

O’ 85), Djtf (1. 133), Vnp (1. 140), and others. Great 
liberty is taken by the author in making new forms for verbs. 
Besides using verbs in conjugations not found in the Bible, the 
author also creates new forms, especially when the rhyme requires 
it. A legitimate liberty is taken by him in treating verbs mediae 
geminatae after the analogy of triliterals, as D"*12nn for OH" 
(1.3), D-EIDH for 01 DH (1.15), D rxSTi for DHPI (1. 26), which, 
however, does not occur in the Hiphil. 

A characteristic of this poem is the frequent use of the con¬ 
junction 1 in the beginning of lines—a usage frequently followed 
by Arabic 28 and Hebrew 24 writers when dealing with subjects that 
require vivid description. Nearly two-thirds of the lines of this 
poem begin with 1—a fact that adds vivacity and grace to the 
description, although much discouraged by more modern writers. 
The conjunction D3 is also used here very often (about fifty-three 
times), obviously for the same reason. Free use is made of the 
particle b, which is used not only to express the indirect object, 
or with the infinitive to express purpose, but also with verbs that 
usually take the direct object (e. g ., 11.16, 35, 47, 51, et ah). Other 
peculiarities in style and diction will be noted in the notes to 
the text. 

THE AUTHOR. 

The name of the author of this poem, as given at the end of 
the manuscript, Solomon, son of Joseph, Ha-Kohen, is unknown 
to Jewish history. The poem itself throws but little light on the 
life of its author. It can, however, be safely assumed that he 
was an inhabitant of Fostat or Cairo, and that he lived at the 
time during which the incident narrated here took place. None 
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but an eyewitness could have described the siege of Cairo, and 
the incidents attendant upon the appearance of the enemy at its 
gates, with such minuteness. The high tribute paid to al- 
Mustan§ir and to his vizier Badr indicates that the author lived 
during the latter part of the reign of Mustan$ir. The knowledge 
that the author displays of events occurring at that time in Syria 
and Palestine points to the same conclusion. These, however, 
are all the internal evidences of the identity of our author. 

More light is thrown upon the descent and family relations of 
our author by the epithet he attaches to his name. He calls him¬ 
self miSS (a descendant of Geonim), and this appellation gives 
us a clue as to his origin. Among the Genizah fragments, lately 
discovered by Professor S. Schechter, there is one, known as 
Megillat Abyathar, 26 which is of greatest importance to medieval 
Jewish history. Professor W. Bacher* thinks that a new chapter 
must be added to Jewish history, as constructed from this frag¬ 
ment. From this document we learn that the office of the Gaonate 
existed in Palestine for a considerable time, after it had ceased in 
Babylon with the death of Hai Gaon. The,Megillat Abyathar 
presents the contention that existed at that time (1083) about the 
religious jurisdiction over the Jews of Egypt and Palestine. We 
shall present here a few facts, gathered from this and from other 
writings, which have a direct bearing upon the descent and rela¬ 
tions of the author of our poem. 

Hai, son of Sherira, gaon of Pumbedita, died in 1038. The 
gaonate in Babylon, which was intrusted with the Jewish reli¬ 
gious affairs for nearly four and a half centuries, then came to a 
close. For a short time 27 after the death of Hai, the office of the 
gaonate was assumed by Hezekiah, the exilarch, but this was 
merely nominal — a shadow of the original position. Already 
during the life of the last gaon, Hai, there is mention of the 
existence of an academy in Palestine, which assumed the same 
functions as those exercised by the academies presided over by 
the Babylonian Geonim. 28 In a fragment, published by Dr. Neu- 
bauer," Solomon ben Yehudah is mentioned as the gaon of Pales¬ 
tine in 1046. 80 Joseph, the son of Solomon, is supposed to have 
been the gaon until 1054, when he died. 81 The gaonate then 
passed over to Daniel ben Azariah, a scion of the exilarch 
family. When Daniel died in 1062, 82 Elijah, the brother of 
Joseph, became gaon and ruled the Diaspora Until 1094. When 
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Jerusalem was wrested from the hands of the Fatimide caliph by 
Atsiz ibn 'Auk in 1071, 83 the gaon and his academy moved to 
Tyre. Abyathar, the son of Elijah, became gaon after his father’s 
death, and, in order to vindicate his position against the pre¬ 
tenses of David ben Daniel, the descendant of the Babylonian 
exilarchs, who was proclaimed exilarch in Egypt, where he had 
many supporters, and attempted to make also the Palestinian 
Jews bow to his authority, Abyathar wrote the above-mentioned 
Megillah (1094). While Abyathar remained in Tyre, the next 
generation of geonim lived in Egypt. 34 

There can be but little doubt that this Solomon ben Joseph 
Ha-Kohen, the descendant of Geonim, was a member of the illus¬ 
trious family of Palestinian Geonim, who prided themselves on 
their priestly descent. It is, however, uncertain whether he was 
the son of Joseph who died in 1054. The fact that Joseph lived 
in Palestine, while our author was apparently an inhabitant of 
Fostat, would not militate against this supposition. The Jewish 
communities of Egypt and Palestine were at that time united by 
many ties. While during the lifetime of Joseph there seemed to 
have been a feud between these communities on account of the 
intrigues of Daniel ben Azariah, 85 after the death of the latter, in 
1062, peace was restored, and the Egyptian Jewish community 
willingly submitted to the authority of the Palestinian Geonim. 811 
It is therefore not at all improbable that, after the death of his 
father, Solomon should have settled in Egypt. His praises of 
Mustan$ir and of the government in general, although the govern¬ 
ment had supported Daniel, 37 is not at all strange. The Jews 
were always well disposed toward the Fatimide caliphs and 
neglected no opportunity to express their gratitude for the kind 
treatment accorded them. This was especially so in the case of 
Mustan§ir, toward whom the Jews entertained the most friendly 
feelings. 88 Joseph probably died young, since his brother Elijah, 
who succeeded him in the gaonate, lived thirty years after Joseph’s 
death.® Solomon, the son of Joseph, might have been quite a 
young man in 1077, when the event narrated in this poem 
occurred. In a testatum , copied from Fragment T.-S. 20. 31, 
dated 1092, and apparently written in Fostat, a Solomon Ha- 
Kohen, son of Joseph, “the father of the academy,” 40 is men¬ 
tioned. It is very tempting to identify this Solomon with the 
author of our poem. 
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Among the Genizah fragments now in the possession of David 
Werner Amram, Esq., of Philadelphia, there is one that bears 
directly upon our subject, and that may serve to clear up the 
genealogy of this gaonic family. It is a prayer, probably read in 
the synagogue on the sabbath, for the souls of illustrious dead, 41 
and contains the names of Geonim, Negidim, rabbis, and so forth. 
In the list of the family of Geonim, the following passage occurs, 
which rather conflicts with the accepted theory about this family: 
“For the good memory of the dead, the memory of the Geonim 
of Israel .... until our lord and master Solomon Ha-Kolien, 
the chief of the academy Geon Jacob, 42 and his son Elijah Ha- 
Kohen, the chief of the academy Geon Jacob, and his brother 
Joseph Ha-Kohen, the father of the court of justice for all 
Israel.” 48 The fact that Joseph is mentioned after Elijah, and is 
not given the regular title of “chief of the academy Geon Jacob,” 
borne by the other Geonim, but is called the “father of the court 
of justice,” is rather perplexing. In view of this fragment and of 
other evidences, I beg to submit the following theory: 

It was customary for the eldest son of a gaon to bear the title 
of “father of the court of justice,” or that of “father of the 
academy.” These two titles seem to have been interchangeable, 
so that one and the same man might be called at one time by one 
title and another time by the other. 44 It is probable that Joseph, 
the eldest son of the gaon Solomon, also bore this twofold title 
during the lifetime of his father. Soon after Solomon’s death, 
Daniel ben Azariah, supported by the government, began his feud 
against the Palestinian gaonic family, and prevented Joseph from 
assuming the title of gaon, so that Joseph was really never recog¬ 
nized officially as gaon, and remained up to his death with the 
title of “father of the court of justice” or “father of the academy.” 
The fact that Abyathar in his Megillah designates him as gaon, 44 
merely proves that he recognized him as such, but in official 
documents, such as the memorial prayer and the testatum , he was 
known only by his official title. Solomon, the son of Joseph, 
was perhaps too young at the time of Daniel’s death, when peace 
was restored in the community, to claim the title of gaon, which 
really belonged to him by right of descent, he being the son of 
Joseph, the eldest son of Solomon. Thus the gaonate passed 
over to Elijah, Solomon’s uncle. In 1082, however, when Elijah 
called a meeting of all Israel at Tyre and appointed his son 
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Abyathar as his successor in the gaonate, his son Solomon as the 
“father of the court of Justice,” and a stranger, Zadok, son of 
Josiah, as “the father,” 48 Solomon, son of Joseph, was displeased, 
and perhaps gave his support to David, the son of Daniel, the 
exilarch, who attempted to wrest the authority of the Palestinian 
Geonim. The testatum quoted above was drawn up in “the great 
court of the lord David the exilarch, son of our lord Daniel Gaon, 
the Nasi of all Israel;” hence Solomon witheld from mentioning 
his father’s name as Joseph Gaon , but refers to him merely as 
“father of the academy,” the title which he held officially. This 
would still further explain the reason for the great adulation the 
author gives in this poem to Mustansir and his court, who is 
similary praised by David in another fragment. 47 This suggestion, 
although not essential to the establishment of the identity of our 
author, merits some consideration at the hands of scholars. I 
expect, in the near future, to publish the memorial prayer in 
Mr. Amram’s collection. 
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THE TEXT. 


Column 1. 


■ "mr ■pub 
“trawn 'ass aim 
“trrnn Dai ney less 
□*rnn “nip rose 
"a-robyn ran 
"e'en ssassin ira 
"tnarpb rrrr Dai 
"mrbwn "crimen 
** oiaiss ra "rnmab 
“trambb oroeEia 
“o-aiya n tttp 
Dias* bai ana ban 
"BTabasa err ssb 
D^p bai B'a'lSS 

araen aai aba nil 
7I arai ■’by aiaa less 
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TRANSLATION. 

The Lord judgeth nations; the Lord, forever and ever; 

He is the judge of widows, and He is the father of orphans. 

Hast thou seen the wonders of God, which he did and also completed ? 
How he saved the house of ' Ali, the dwellings of Kedar, the perfect— 
5. The great king who relateth hidden things, 

Al-Mustansir b’lllahi, Ma'ad Abu Tamim, 

May he live forever in abundance of good, and may he be estab¬ 
lished eternally, 

The priest, son of priests, the pure, the perfect — 

And also his sons, who long for the priesthood, the sons of nations— 
10. And also his servants, who love to battle at the risk of their lives, 
And at their head, the captain of the hosts, (may He who dwells in 
the upper abodes grant him life), 

Who is chief over all chiefs, of all peoples and of all nations. 
Whose light is like the light of the sun, who is not abashed like 
those who are ashamed, 

Whose sword is sharpened against all enemies and all those that 
rise up against him; 
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15. God appointed him to destroy them, and he did indeed destroy 
them and laid waste 

Their walls and their palaces, which they built on the heights, 

And cut off their heads; a righteous judgment against the guilty! 
May our God strengthen him, may he strengthen him forever! 

And his servitors and all his servants, whose odor is fragrant, 

20. And at their head, the glorious old man, distinguished in honors, 
The faithful friend, (he and the king) like twin brothers; 

May our Creator preserve him, help him at every turn ! 

May it please you, our lord, beloved of the people, head of all nations, 
Accept tribute and repose, many blessings and much peace. 

25. And give cassia of the only one, with much thought and devotion, 
To God who helped and saved, who destroyed the enemy and 
utterly confounded (them), 

And rejoiced the children of the living God, the upright, the per¬ 
fect ones, 

Who did much charity, and afflicted themselves and also fasted, 
And prayed for weeks, both day and night, 

30. To the living God, the Almighty, the Rock, whose work is perfect. 
And he granted their prayers for protection, and answered them 
from on high, 

(Although they came) without meal-offering, without sacrifice, with¬ 
out incense, without spices, 

Without prophecy, without Urim, without Tumim, without dreams. 
And He ensnared the enemy and often overthrew them, 

35. And he lured on the enemy to bring them to the boundary. 

And they crossed the streams, and passed over the lagoons, 

And they were like (mortal) foes, as those who are vindictive and 
revengeful, 

And they entered Fostat, robbed and murdered, 

And ravished and pillaged the storehouses; 

40. They were a strange and cruel people, girt with garments of many 
colors, 

Armed and officered—chiefs among “the terrible ones”— 

And capped with hemlets, black and red, 

With bow and spear and full quivers; 

And they trumpet like elephants, and roar as the roaring ocean, 

45. To terrify, to frighten those who oppose them, 

And press forward as the waves of the sea, they cunningly devise 
their retreat, 

And they stammer with their tongues, they endeavor to beguile with 
craftiness; 

They are mingled of Armenians, Arabs, and Edomites, 

And Greeks and Germans, Paphlogonians and Turks; 

50. And they are wicked men and sinners, madmen, not sane, 

And they laid waste the cities, and they were made desolate 
And they rejoiced in their hearts, hoping to inherit. 
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But when (their chief) consulted the soothsayers, the diviners 
mocked him. 

And they broke camp, and placed (men) in ambush, 

55. And they hastened in fear, and also told their servants, “let us 
depart from the boundary! ” (?) 

And they stumbled and became weak, and their eyes were blinded, 
And they were caught in the net—the sons of adultery. 

And God remembered their iniquities and their sins that are sealed, 
And their evil deeds against all men, that they harassed all creatures. 
60. And He overthrew them and humbled them and crushed all the 
hopeful among them. 

He also remembered what they had done to the people of Jerusalem, 
That they besieged them twice in two years, 

And burned the heaped corn and destroyed the places, 

And cut down the trees and trampled upon the vineyards, 

65. And surrounded the city upon the high mountains, 

And despoiled the graves and threw out the bones, 

And built palaces, to protect themselves against the heat, 

And erected an altar to slay upon it the abominations; 

And the men and the women ride upon the walls, 

70. Crying unto the God of gods, to quiet the great anger, 

Standing the whole night, banishing sleep, 

While the enemy destroy, evening and morning, 

And break down the earth, and lay bare the ground. 

And stand on the highways, intending to slay like Cain, 

75. And cut off the ears, and also the nose, 

And rob the garments, leaving them stand naked, 

And also roar like lions, and roar like young lions; 

They do not resemble men, they are like beasts, 

And also harlots and adulterers, and they inflame themselves with 
males, 

80. They are bad and wicked, spiteful as the Sodomites. 

And they impoverished the sons of nobles, and starved the delicately 
bred. 

And all the people of the city went out and cried in the field, 

And covered their lips, silent in their pains, 

And they had no mercy on widows, and pitied not the orphans. 

85. What should they do, whither should they seek protection, since 
their sins are recorded? 

Their princes led them astray, their chiefs, the wise ones; 

They are robbers and thieves, they are wise only to do evil; 
Children rule over them, leading them with a halter. 

But God was jealous for his sanctuary, and scattered them over¬ 
whelmed. 

90. Because of their evil deeds, the revealed and also the hidden: 

They changed the laws of God, they multiplied iniquities, 

They are murderers and slanderers, cause blood to touch blood, 
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And new sins were added to the early ones, 

To lower them to the pit of destruction, into depths of the deep; 

95. He will destroy them, He will wipe off their memory, and they 
shall not see pleasantness, 

A burning shall be upon them, even burning coals: 

Should we attempt to count their sins, it would be a shame and a 
disgrace. 

Because of their violence, God was wroth and sent vengeance, 

And he came, destroyed the world, with much wrath and anger, 

100. And He also withheld the early rain, also dew and rain, 

The springs were dried up and the beds were not watered. 

They were like Sodomites, they resembled (the people of) Gomorrah. 
Then he allowed the enemy to prevail, in order to uproot them 
(later) with utter destruction. 

And the Assyrians and the Northerners, he led them for the purpose 
of striking them down. 

105. And the enemy came to the fortress, with a noise of roaring and of 
thunder, 

With much dancing and with banners, like the horns of the Re’em. 
And the enemy entered the treasury, and opened the hidden places 
And the enemy went to Damascus, with a happy star and with 
songs, 

And they captured it and dwelt therein, for about two hundred days. 

110. And they expected to reign in Fostat, but their eyes were blinded. 
And they came in haste to the royal city, that is protected by clouds, 
That is known as Cairo, to all peoples and all nations. 

And there came forth the camp of the saved ones, and among them 
was the chief of the wise, 

And placed flags like columns, for the sons of Kush, the sons of 
Ham. 

115. And the chief came with great anger and with great terror, 

And Arabians and Hagrites, to the left and to the right. 

And the enemy came with much arrogance, to swallow up the 
nations. 

But the Rock brought to naught the counsel of nations, He made 
of none effect the devices of peoples. 

And their star declined, the daughters of Arcturus and Pleiades, 

120. And the hosts of r Ali conquered them—the saved, the descendants 
of Zamzumim; 

The children of Abraham cried [and the merciful God harkened], 
To him who smites great kings and slays mighty kings. 

And God commanded that the enemy should be like the deaf and 
the dumb, 

And he did not favor them, and He did not save them—the wor¬ 
shipers at high places, 

125. And ere He turned to their supplication, they were slain and 
dead(?), 
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And their heads were cut off, and their souls fled away. 

He who was and will be saith these words. 

And they robbed them and spoiled them, and vanquished them by 
cutting them off. 

And their chiefs came, with baskets upon their shoulders, 

130. Seeking the accustomed favor of the king, and a happy fate by 
their submission (?), 

But he commanded to crush them and to cut them up with axes, 
And sent them to the provinces to heal the sorrowful hearts, 

(Of those) who were like drunken men, whose spirits were troubled, 
Some of them remained sound, others were wounded. 

135. And the mouth that boasted of great things, became like a speech¬ 
less stone. 

And their corpses were cast to the wild beasts and animals, 

And the remainder of their bodies, for worms and lizards, 

And the remainder they gathered up in large heaps of bones, 

For summer and winter, for autumn and spring. 

140. And this is the work of the Tester, who protecteth with the multi¬ 
tude of His compassion. 

Do ye charity and give thanks and pray to God with song. 

The stone that the builders rejected is become the corner-stone. 

He shall enter with song, for the binders of the sheaves were 
favored. 

Ye shall live to see the building of the House, the Temple, and its 
halls, 

145. Also the children and the women, the daughters and the sons, 

For the word of God is upright, and all His works are faithful. 

The second day, four were left in the month of Shebat, and in years, 
The year 4837 from the creation, and from the destruction (of the 
Temple) 1009. 

Solomon, he is the priest, son of Joseph, descendant of Geonim. 
150. And if you would count, count 149 (spell “destruction”). It is 
more precious than pearls. 
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35 Schechter, loc. cit., p. 88, 11. 9,10. 36 ibid., 1.18. 37 ibid., p. 81. 

Cf. Schechter, loc. cit.. Fragment XL; Goldziher, Jewish Quarterly Review, Vol. XV, 
pp. 73, 74. 

39 Died 1084; Schechter, loc. cit., p. 89,1. 23. 
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40 b*ST re©VI as aov ’V2 ^nan n©b©, quoted f&id., p. 81, n. 2, last name. 

41 Cf. Gaster, in Oedenkbuch zur Erinnerung an David Kavffmann (Breslau, 1900), pp. 
280, 241, Nos. XV and XVI. 

42 was the name of the Palestinian academy, and the title rD* v flP 

Spy' was the official title borne by the Geonim; cf. Schechter, loc. cit ., p. 81, n. 1. 

«bsn©'> ba b© ■jv ma as- 

44 Cf. ibid., p. 82, n. 4. 

«/6td., p.88,1. 8 , pan urban iron nor 

48 Ibid., p. 88,11.17-19. *7 Ibid., Fragment XII. 

48 Ps. 96:10; cf. Ps. 9:9. 4 «Ps.93:5. w Cf. Ps. 68:6. 

81 Arabic influence. It is the custom of Arabic poets to begin their poems with a rhe¬ 
torical question.- Cf. Ibn Hisham, 516, 517; Ibn Athir, 3,152, et al. 

M Job 37:14; cf. Mic. 7:15; Ps. 78:11. See Schechter, Saadyana , rfifcHnb ITablD 
(Cambridge, 1893), Fragment XVII, 1. 6, p. 46. 

83 Analogy of triliterals for the purpose of perfecting the rhyme. The regular form 
would be Dnn; cf. 2 Sam. 20:18. 

Regular appellation of the Fatimide dynasty of caliphs, 
w Mentioned in the Bible as the son of Ishmael (Gen. 25:13; 1 Chron. 1:29); also as the 
name of a tribe of nomads in the Arabian desert (Isa. 21:16; 42:11; 60:7; Jer. 2:10; 49:28; 
Ezek. 27:21; et al.). In mediseval Jewish literature this name was used generically for all 
Mohammedans. See Ibn Ezra’s commentary to Dan. 11:30, iroba ©si ■mpn vit 
bsyac rP3 ; also Rosin’s edition of Ibn Ezra’s Poems (Breslau, 1887), Vol. II, p. 90, 
n.6; Halevi, ed. Harkavy (Warsaw, 1893),Vol. II, p.ll; Al-Charizi, Tachkemoni , ed. Kaminka 
(Warsaw, 1899), pp. 8, 118; Schechter, loc. cit.. Fragment XXIII, verso 1. 8, p. 50. Kedar is 
also supposed to have been the ancestor of Mohammed himself, according to Arabic 
tradition; see Caussin de Perceval, Essai, Vol. I, 175, quoted in Jewish Encyclopedia , Vol. 
VIII, p. 462. 

MCf. Job 11:6. Masculine instead of feminine ending (Ps. 44:22) for the sake of the 
rhyme. ^ w 

87 The fall name of the caliph is Juuo aJUL I. The 

author transferred the last phrase for the sake of the rhyme and added SfirV the last a 
of which is also to be joined to the next word. 

88 The word o:p.’ which is frequently used by the mediaeval payyetanim as one of the 
epithets by which God is described (cf. trnpn on-nri anr □■'pn n, used as a refrain 

in various parts of the liturgy for the holidays; cf. Berakoth, 32a), is probably borrowed from 
S 4^ 

the Arabic rrs>‘ “ lasting, unchangeable, God.” Cf. Ben Sira [ed. Levi], chap, v, 42:23. 

8 ®rrY0 denoting ethical purity is found only in the later books of the Bible (Job 
14:4; Prov. 22:11), and rarely used as a noun (cf. Eccles. 9:2, where it is used in parallelism 
with p-HS and 3TB). In rabbinic and mediaeval Jewish literature this word is also 
rarely used as a noun (cf. Baba Mezia', 86a, THE THE 

go Cf. Shabbath, 336, in interpretation of Gen. 33:18. In later Hebrew DV® is used in a 
more abstract sense, denoting intellectual and moral perfection. It is frequently employed 
in the long epithets preceding the name of one to whom a letter is addressed, either with or 
without the word DDnH • 

GiHapax., Ps. 63:2. 


applied to the caliphate, and F= (1. 8) to the caliph, is rather unusual. 

The Arabic (Kor., LII, 29) is applied to a soothsayer, usually the instrument of 

a demon. It is sometimes also used in the sense of priest. The Hebrew ins. besides its 
regular meaning, is sometimes used to denote a king or a prince (Gen. 14:18; Exod. 2:16; 
8:1; 18:1; Zech. 6:13; cf. 2 Sam. 8:18, where the children of David are called ; also 

20:26, where Ira the Jairite is called ■mb ps ). From Gen. 14:18 it appears that the 
king, who also performed priestly functions, was given the name of F=- This may be the 
reason why our author uses this designation for the Egyptian caliph, who was regarded 
as the ecclesiastical chief of the Mohammedan world, at least by his followers. 
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®*This plural of is found only once (Ps. 117:1); otherwise the plural is 

(Gen. 25:16 [Ishmael], Numb. 25:15 [MidianJ). The form C'TSlfcfc is not found in the Bible; 
cf. 1.12, where the *1 is omitted. 

«C/.2 Sam. 23:17, DrVlTDDDS Q^Dbnn (A. V. “ that went in jeopardy of their lives"). 
The expression UJJ)3 D^blEn is frequently used in payye^anic literature to denote the idea 
of sacrificing oneself; see Zunz, Literaturgeachichte der synagogalen Poesie , p. 641, n. 15. 

« See Judg. 11:6, 11; Josh. 10:24. 

«®Especially applied to divine abode; see Ps. 68:6; 90:1; 2 Chron. 19:27; cf. Mont¬ 
gomery, "The Place,” Journal of Biblical Literature , Vol. XXIV, Part I (1905), p. 26. 

See 2 Sam. 19:4. «8 Ezek. 21:14, 33. 

® 9 In biblical usage "extreme” (Ps. 134 : 22). In rabbinic literature it sometimes has the 
meaning of destruction, in the same sense as used here; cf. Numb. Babba, XVIII, 12. 

70 Late Hebrew (Ezra 10:14; Neh. 10:35; 13:31), and rabbinic. The regular term for 
the summons of the court of justice is nSTSTH (tfiddushin, 70a). 

71 Cf. Ps. 78:69. 

7J Aramaic and rabbinic (9ulin, 33a), probably related to the Arabic = " to cut 

through, tear through,” hence "decide" (Dan. 9:24); cf. Barth, EtymologUche Studien* 
p. 23; Kohut, Aruch Completum, a. v. 

73 Denominative from ("strength,” Ps. 22:20 ; 88:5). The verb is not found; cf. 

Schechter, loc. cit ., p. Ill, Fragment XL1,1. 7. 

74 The verb not found in the Bible. In rabbinic literature it means "to be pleasant" 
(Lam. Rabba, I, 38; Gen. Rabba, LXXXV, 4; Sukkah, 5la). and also "to be intoxicated" 
(Megillah, 76; Baba Bathra, 736; Shabbath,666,* Sanhedrin,38a), probably associated with 

the Arabic = "to laugh, to be cheerful." The term CCQTQ is used in common 

parlance as a euphemism for “drunk.” For the expression QTD1373 rP"l see Cant. 4:10. 

73 Refers to Badr al-Jam&li, at that time about sixty-two years old. He is probably the 
same one referred to in 1.11 as macs since he held both offices at that time, that 

of chief of the army, chief kadi and chief court preacher; see "Historical Sketch." 

78 Rabbinic, "completion, perfection” (Baba Mezia\ 766); also "to make a sign” ( cf. 
pS'VDi Arab. L+JU *, Gr. <rrjfia). Here marks of distinction that were conferred upon 
Badr by the caliph. 

77 Cf. Cant. 4:2; 6:6; for the idea, cf. Ps. 33:1; see Zunz, loc. cit., pp. 69, 648. Probably 
refers to the friendship that existed between Badr and Mustansir. 

‘ ” „ 

7® Used here in the same sense as the Arabic phrase cP in every 

instance. The more usual form in mediaeval Hebrew, however, is D^D bD by. 

7® Cf. Mai. 3:4; Ps. 104:34. 

80A play on nb}D D? (Deut. 7:6; 14:2; 26:18; cf. Eccles. 2:8; Baba Bathra, 52a). 
The term bl30 is not found. Used in later Hebrew in describing a man who is beloved by 
by the people or by his fellow-students; see Schechter, loc. cit., p. 63, n. 4. 

®*"Greetings;” cf. Berakoth, 14a. 

w Meaning somewhat obscure. 

83Exod. 30:24 ("in sacred oil”); Ezek. 27:19 ("merchandise”); see Low, Aramdische 
PJlanzennamen , §§ 290, 295. 

® 4 An epithet given to Israel; see Ps. 68:7, and Rashi, ad loc.; cf. in liturgy for the 
festival of Sukkoth, Hosha'anot, «. v. 7VOM1 Dfct ,TH"Pb HTTP “the only one 
(Israel) to proclaim Thy unity." 

85 TVm = “allegory, parable" (Prov. 1:6; Ezek. 17:2); = "musing, medita¬ 

tion " (Ps. 19:5). Plural not found. " With earnest prayer.” 

8® Play on caliph's name. 

87 Cf. Exod. 14:24; 23:27; see 1. 3 and note. 

88 Hiphil not found. 80 Cf. Deut. 14:1. 

90 " Charity,” later usage of the word. Cf. Berakoth, 66, fcWlpTS fcWPSym XHSfcfc 
"the merit in fasting lies in the charity distributed on that day.” 
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»i Cf. 'Aboda Zarah, 76. 

92This form of the plural is found only in Dan. 9:24, 25, 26; 10:2, 3; otherwise 
(Ezod. 34:22; Deut. 16:9,10, et al.). 

9icy. Ps. 42:4; 22:3. 94 Cf. Deut. 32:4. 

96 As a rule, used in N i phal with 5 (Gen. 25:21; Isa. 19:22). 

96 Cf. Ps. 64:3. 

®i See liturgy for Musaf of the Day of Atonement ('Abodah), s. v. ^3^3^ » 

where an alphabetical list is given of objects that Israel missed after the destruction of the 
temple. Cf. 1 Sam. 28 :6. 

98The lowest form of prophecy (Gen. 37:5-9; 40:8-19; chap. 41; Numb. 12:6; Job. 33:15; 
et al.). Much importance was attached to dreams in talmudic times, the most famous 
rabbis discussing dreams and their consequences with the greatest earnestness. Cf. 
especially Berakoth, 55a-576; Qagigah, 56. In the Middle Ages dreams were regarded by 
Jews with much concern (see Halevi, op. cit ., Vol. II, p. 61, and Harkavy’s note on p. 190)* 
and to the present time Jews go to the rabbi for the purpose of having their dreams inter¬ 
preted (see Jewish Encyclopedia , s. v. “ Dreams”). 

99 Cf. Jer.5:26; Hab.l:15. 

loo nnD with b not found in Bible, usually takes direct object (Ezod. 22:15; Jer. 20:7). 

Go* 

101 Aram. fcCTSinn . Arab. I** 3 = “boundary.” In rabbinic legal phraseology, refer¬ 
ring to the distance one may walk outside of the city limits on the sabbath, the term Dint"! 
nn id denotes 2,000 cubits on each side of the city; 'Erubin, 516, et al. 

10 2 Cf. Hab. 3:15; Job 9:8; without preposition is unusual. 

103 Characteristic of Egypt; cf. Ezod. 7:19; 8:1. 

104 Lev. 19:18; Nah. 1:2; in later Hebrew the phrase assumed a stronger meaning* 
“vindictive;” cf. Shabbath. 63a,* Yoma, 23a. 

105 “ Royal canopy” (Jer. 43:10). In the translation the view ezpressed by Bacher 

( Jewish Quarterly Review , Yol. XV, p. 87, n. 1), identifying ■VHDTD with Fostat, was 
adopted; cf. Schechter, loc. cit.. Fragment XXXVIII, p. 89, 1. 28 and n. 12. For the ety¬ 
mology of see Delitzsch, Prolegomena , p. 126. 

106 Cf. Deut. 28:8; Prov. 3:10. 

107 Denominative from ; cf. Numb. Rabba, VIII, 4. 

108 Cf. Judg. 5: 30 (“spoils of war ”); Ezek. 26:16 (“garments of princes”). 

109Form probably influenced by 5 = “in battle array” (Ezod. 

13:18; Numb. 32:17; Josh. 1:14; 4:12; Judg. 7:11; cf. Halevijoc. cit., Vol.I, p. 28 = “ready* 
prepared ”). 

no Cf. Gen. 15:9; Ezek. 42:6; Eccles. 4:12; here probably denominative from — 

“officer” (Ezod. 14:7; 2 Kings 7:2, 17,19; 9:25; 15:25). Perhaps “divided in lines of five 
and three.” 


in “Terrors,” ancient inhabitants of Moab (Gen. 14:5; Deut. 2:10, 11; Jer. 50:38; 
and Targum Jonathan, ad loc., see 1.115). 

112 C/. ISam. 17:38; Ezek. 23 : 24= Ezek. 27:10; Isa. 59:17. 


H3 Cf. Jer. 6:23; 50:42. 


inC/. Lam. 3:13(HDTDK ^33); see Job 39 : 23 ; 7VD1D# m32 not found. 


ns Arab. Jui , Aram. K^B, 


is recorded as having been used by Antiochus in his wars 


against the Maccabbees, for the purpose of carrying confusion into the ranks of the enemy 
(2 Macc. 15:20; 3 Macc. 5:2; 1 Macc. 1:16; 4:30). In the Talmud better known because of 
its size than because of the noise it produced (Berakoth, 556; Shabbath, 776; cf. Lewysohn, 
Zoologie des Talmuds, g 173). 


H6 Cf. Isa. 17:12. 

H7 Aramaic construction, accusative suffiz with pronoun. 

118 bl73 in the sense of “opposite to” or “against” is not biblical; it usually means 
in front of ” without any idea of opposition. 

H9Denominative from "m3 ; cf. Jer. 5:7; Mic. 4:14. 

120cy. Isa. 28:11; 32:4; 33:19. 
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I* 2 * Reduplication from 3H7 * which is not found as a verb, but as a noun, indicating a 
heterogeneous body attached to a people (Neh. 13:3; Exod. 12:38 [^"1 ; perhaps 

reduplicated for emphasis, as in mp nps. Isa. 61:1; HITI "®rA. Isa. 2:30; sep 
Olshausen, Hebrdischc Qrammatik , p. 354]). In rabbinic literature this reduplication 
occurs with the meaning of mixing, confounding (Sanhedrin, 42a; Targum to Numb. 11:4 
LDOBOtf = ’pnnnn?]; Kil’aim, V, 1, Exod. Rabba, XI, 3. 

iw Armenians were known to the Jews as early as the time of the Maccabbees (Josephus, 
Antiquities , XIII, 14, 4; cf. Yebamoth, 45a [captives that came from Armenia], c/. Neubauer, 
La giogvaphie du Thalmud , pp. 370, 371). 

Regularly used by mediaeval Jewish writers to designate Christians, while “ Ishmael ” 
was the collective name for Mohammedans; see Rosin, Ibn Ezra* Vol. II, p. 90, n. 6; cf. 
L 4, n. 8. 

i^Ionians, Greeks (Ezek. 27:13; Joel 14:6); descendants of Javan, son of Japheth 
(Gen. 10:2; cf. Baba pma, 826; Megillah, 9a; et al.). 

i» Cf. Gen. 10:3; Jer. 51:27; see Gen. Rabba, XXXVII, 1, where all three T3DTEtf 

ma-uim are identified with ; s®® Yoma, 106. In modern Hebrew this is the 

common appellation for Germany. See Jetcish Encyclopedia , Vol. II, s. v. “Ashkenazim.” 

i2«Gen. 10:3; cf. Josephus, Antiquities, I, 4,1 = Paphlogonians. 

127 Gen. 10:3; Ezek. 27:14. 12 s Cf. ^agigah, 36. 

12 ® Cf. Isa. 38:16; Job 39:4. In rabbinic literature used in opposition to 71X31© (Rosh 
Hashanah, 28 a; Tosefta Terumoth, I, 3; cf. Ibn Ezra, Poems [ed. Kahana], Vol. I, p. 58. 

is® Cf. Isa. 6:11. J3i Cf. Exod. 4:14. ia* Cf. Esther 4:13. iw Cf. Neh. 5: 7. 

184In the sense of “ to fool, deceive; ” cf. 1 Kings 18:27; Job 17:2. 

185 Obscure. Perhaps from rabbinic Qlnn = “ boundary, to surround” (Baba Bathra, 
56a; Pesi^ta, 1376). The context, however, points to 0^7371113 being the object of D^"7731X 
and not an epithet of It is possible that it was meant to convey some such idea as 

“let us warm up, be inspired with hope” (DX2nH3)* ^ ut this is very much forced. 

18® Cf. Isa. 29:10; 33:15. 137 Cf. Lam. 4:20. 

138 Cf. 1. 79 is added to fill up the line and for the sake of the rhyme. 

13® Cf. Halevi (ed. Harkavy), Vol. I, p. 93, DTOlPn 'JT'b? t ptP 1171133 ObDI 
referring to nature generally. Here the reference is to sins that are recorded in heaven; cf. 
Musaf prayer for the New Year and the Day of Atonement, s. v. DpP n3P31* where it is 
supposed that every man testifies to his sins by his own signature "13 bl *1 n OPinl. 

14« Cf. Gen. 7: 4, 23; Deut. 11: 6, not found in plural. 

141 Reduplication from 1ST or XD*1 = “to crush;” cf. Targum to Ps. 143:3; Lev. 
Rabba, XXXIV, 6; cf. Bon Sira (ed. Levi), 4:2. 

142“Silent, resigned,” but perhaps “hopeful;” cf. Ps. 37:7; 62:6; Job29:21. In 'Aboda 
of Jose ben Jose, = “ dead; ” see Zunz, Synagogale Poesie , p. 27. 

143 See “ Historical Sketch.” The second attack on Jerusalem occurred after the inci¬ 
dent narrated here, but soon after. The expression “ two years ” is inaccurate, for the first 
conquest of Jerusalem took place in 463 A. H., while the second attack occurred in 469 A. H. 

144“Hateful, hated” (cf. Prov. 22:14, Vl D17T = “ he with whom God is angry, the 
abhorred of God”); cf. Halevi, Vol. I, p. 93, D^TSIJTTI T73H = “hateful moments.” 

1‘5 Cf Dan. 11:36. i« Cf. Esther 2:1; 7:10. 147 Cf. Isa. 24:19. 

148 Cf. Ps. 29: 9; Jer. 49:10. h® Hos. 2:5; Jer. 51:34. 

150 Cf. Isa. 57:5, from D73H = “inflame themselves.” Here possibly from Dn2 = “con¬ 
sole themselves.” 

151 “Of noble descent;” cf. Tosefta Shekalim, II, 16. 

152 “Delicate, daintily bred ” (7133772 * Jer. 6:2; 71327* Deut. 28 : 56); cf. Gi{$in, 56a* 
the story of Martha, daughter of Boetus. 

153 Qf. Lev. 13:4"»; Ezek. 24:17,22; Mic. 3: 7, prescribed for the mourner and for the 
leper. The reason for this custom in the case of the mourner has been variously explained 
by critics. Tho view of the older critics (Kamphausen, Hitzig, and Smend), that this was 
to serve as a symbol to the mourner that he was not to speak, although somewhat supported 
by rabbinic tradition, is rightly criticised by Frey (Altisraelitische Totentrauer [Jurjev, 
1898], pp. 10-12). His criticism may further bo corroborated by the fact that in Lev. 13:45 
the leper is commanded to cover his lips and to cry out: “ Unclean! Unclean! ” The expla¬ 
nation offered by Frey, however, is rather unsatisfactory, nor does Schwally ( Leben nach 
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dem Tode [Giessen. 1892], p. 16) offer a satisfactory explanation of this custom. More con¬ 
vincing is the suggestion of Toy (Polychrome Bible , Ezek. 24:17, note), that, in mourning, 
one is to reverse his habit of life. The beard was regarded as an ornament, hence it must 
be covered during the period of mourning. The difficulty only is that D3Dt3 does not mean 
the beard; at most it can have reference to the mustache. 

According to rabbinic law, neither the mourner nor the leper was permitted to accost 
friends with the usual greeting. While in the case of the leper the law was derived from 
the expression Q£)D b^ HDI? i in the case of the mourner the law was based on another 
expression (QT pDfcCTL Ezek. 24:17). They also identified the covering of the head with 
the covering of the lips, thus making it obligatory upon the mourner and the leper to cover 
the head up to the lip, “like the covering of the Ishmaelites” (B^bK^ED** niPTDJPD ? 
Mo'ed Katan, 15a; cf. Jastrow, Dictionary , s. v. 

* a4 See n. 143. This would point to the view that the covering of the lips was regarded 
as a symbol of silence. Cf ., however, Brown’s edition of Gesenius, Heb. Dictionary , 0 . v. 
dot, II, where the word is also given the meaning of “ wailing ” (Ass. damamu), especially 
in Isa. 23:2; cf. Delitzsch, Prolegomena , p. 64, n. 2. 

Cf. Dan. 10:21; see n. 139. i» Cf. Isa. 3:12; 9:15. »7 Cf. Jer. 4:22. im Cf. Isa. 3:4. 

is®“By halters, muzzled;” cf. Ps. 32:9; Qulin, 89a (based on Job 26:7); Targum to 
Isa. 32:4. 

160 Cf. Zech. 1:14; 8:2; Joel 2:18; Ezek. 39:25. 

WiFrom mt (=“scatter,” Ezek. 5:10,12). 

1*2 “Carried away as by a flood;” cf. Ps. 90:5; 77:18. M* Cf. Deut. 29:28. 

wCf. Jer. 2:22. This is rather an unusual meaning given to the word DPD • 1° 
rabbinic literature it is used as a technical term, referring to a dark-red stain on a woman’s 

V 

clothes or body, as an indication of uncleanliness (Niddah, 46, 5a ,* cf. Syr. >oks = “ stain ”). 
In the Bible it means “gold” (Prov. 25:12; Job 28:19; Cant. 5:11; Lam. 14:1). In later 
Hebrew it means “a stain,” from which the idea of “sin” or a “stain on the soul” was 
taken ( cf. Isa. 1:18; Midrash Tehillim to Ps. 16:1; Halevi, Poems , Vol. II, p. 32). Here the 
meaning probably is “they multiplied sins,” a play on TID'D or ^D • 

1<iS Cf. Hos. 4:2; Alcharizi, Tachkemoni (ed. Kaminka), p. 81. i**Cf. Deut. 25:19. 

8 // 

wArab. » Aram. fcflOrP"! = a kind of brown plant (Ps. 120:4; Job 30:4). It is 

supposed to produce great heat and retain the heat for a long time (see Low, Aramdische 
Pflanzennamen , p. 366; cf. Cheyne, to Ps. 120:4). The embers of this plant are taken as a 
symbol for various things ( cf. Midrash Tebillim, ad loc.), but especially for the fire of 
Gehenna ('Arakin, 156); cf. services for the Eve of Atonement, 0 . v. DrfinD )• 

i»« Cf. Jer. 3:3. l«® Cf. Ps. 65:11. no Cf. Isa. 1:9. m Cf. Mai. 3:24. 

172 Cf. Jer. 2:20. “Assyrians and Northerners” here seem to refer to no particular 
nation, but used as a general appellation for the enemy. 

i’.*A strange expression; cf. Prov. 23:25; Ps. 74:6; Halevi, Poems, Yol. I, p. 63. 

n* For the derivation of the word Ukli see Butler, Arabic Conquest of Egypt 
(Oxford, 1902), p. 340 and note; cf. Bacher, Jewish Quarterly Review , Vol. XV, p. 87, n. 1; see 
n. 106. 

ns Cf. Numb. 24:3,15; Gen. 19:11. 

17* Cf. Ps. 22:22; Deut. 33:17; Shabbath, 1076; 'Abodah Zarah, 36; Zebahim, 1136; cf. 
Cant. 6:4, 10; see Delitzsch. Prolegomena, pp. 58099 ., a disquisition on the word bDH and 
its usage in Assyrian. For cf. ibid., pp. 15 099 ., 23; Lewysohn, Zoologie des Talmuds, 

§174. 

177 See “ Historical Sketch.” 

170 “Good star, or luck,” the regular greeting among Jews on joyous occasions. b TQ 
meaning “luck” is frequently used in rabbinic literature (Ta'anith, 296; Shabbath, 536; 
et al.). Our author is especially fond of this expression; see 11.119,130. 

i7®The plural of HD") or HDD"! (Job 3:7) is found once as rHDDI (Ps. 63:6). The 
plural D n DD"1 is found in Job 39:13, meaning “singing birds.” 

100 “Like as,” “about” (Kethuboth, 17a; Shabbath, 51a; Mishnah Berakoth, V, 5). 
mi The number 200 days is probably very nearly correct. Damascus was taken by Atsiz 
in Du-1 ’Qijja of 468, and the siege of Cairo took place in 469 (Jumada II, 24), which would 
make the intervening period about six months. 
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182 Probably a reminiscence of the Israelitish camp in the wilderness that was protected 
by a column of cloud by day and by a column of light by night (Exod. 13:21, 22; Dent. 1:33; 
cf. Ps. 18:12; Job 36 : 39; Lam. 3:43). 

1*3 Probably shortened from X2"H : cf. Zunz, Synagogale Poesie , p. 121. 

18* Analogy of verbs. 

in> 0 * 173 "^ added for the rhyme; cf. Tachkemoni (ed. Kaminka), p. 81, where is 

used as plural of iTO^X ; otherwise the plural is (Ps. 55:5). 

18® An Aramean or Arabic tribe against whom the Reubenites waged war during the 
reign of Saul (1 Chron. 5:10,19). In the last-quoted verse it is mentioned in connection with 
and ( cf . Gen. 25:15; 1 Chron. 1:31), thus indicating the descent from Ishmael 

(c/. Ps. 83:7). In rabbinical times and in mediaeval Jewish literature Hagri was identified 
with Arabia, and later generally with the Mohammedan world (Numb. Rabba, XIII, 3; 
Halevi, Poems , Vol. II, p. 20; Tachkemoni , ed. Kaminka, p. 10; cf. Kaempf, Die erste 
Makamen aus dem Tachkemoni Oder Divan des Charizi [Berlin, 1845], p. 72. n. 11. It is also 
identified with Hungary, especially by modern Jewish writers; see Jewish Encyclopedia , 
s. r. “Hagar,” “Hagrim.” 

187 Cf. Jndg. 5:14; Neh. 9 : 22, 24. 

188 Cf. Ps. 33:10; HIS perhaps a reminiscence of the caliph’s name. 

189C/. Isa. 2:9, 11,17. 

190Favorite expression with mediaeval Jewish poets, especially with Halevi; see his 
Poems , ed Harkavy, Vol. I, pp. 48, 50, 97, 123, 128, 144; Vol. II, pp. 48, 49, 51, 52; et al. The 
expression ©“*2 rn22 is not found in the Bible; cf. Job 38:22, 

191 Arabic influence jJJi. In Hebrew liturgic literature the 

usual expression is D^nin • 

i92Deut. 2:20; name given by the Amonites to the Rephaim who once inhabited their 
land, but had afterward been expelled by them, a people “ great and many and tall like the 
Anakim;” cf. Driver, ad loc.; Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, s. v. Here used figuratively 
for a strong people. 

i»3 Cf. Ps. 136:17,18; 135:10. 19* Cf. Ps. 38:14. 

i 95 n?© with 3 means “to delight in” (Ps. 119:117); here, however, “to listen to 
prayer;” cf. Gen. 4:4, 5; see Delitzsch, Prolegomena , p. 39. ^30, meaning “to pray,” is 
found in the Bible (Isa. 53:12; Jer. 36 : 25), and also in rabbinic literature. (Qulin, 916; 
Gen. Rabba, LXVIII, 11, referring to Gen. 28:11; cf. Rashi, ad loc.). 

>90Perhaps Q , '©"nn “benumbed, dead;” cf. Esther Rabba, VII, 18, Yo^er for Purim 

p. n©xm. 

>97 Cf. liturgy for Shabu'oth, s. v., Q^pni 11112© ItlXi where the same form 
occurs; Berliner, Synagogale Poesie (Berlin, 1884), Vol. I, p. 18. 

1 m Qf. hymn in daily liturgy, a. v. DblT rH« 5 SWl STTI Kim .ITT! Wtl 

macro nvp. 

>9* Plural not found. As verb found only in Kal, Jer. 23:31. 


2«oQuadriliteral from CDD» with the insertion of (Ps. 80:14); cf. rab. QD"?p 
“cut, prune,” (of insects) “bite, nibble” (Peah, II, 7; Shabbath, XII, 2 ); cf. Arab. 

u*f = “to cut,” and Saadia’s commentary to Ps. 80:14, 

291 This passage may be taken to refer either to the chiefs of the enemy coming to the 
king with baskets on their shoulders (as a sign of submission; cf. Ps. 81:7, and Delitzsch, 
ad loc.), or to the heads, literally, of the enemy being brought to the king by his own officers 
in baskets, as a sign of victory (cf. 2 Kings 10:17, the heads of the children of Ahab brought 
to Jehu). The first rendering is adopted in the translation, although the second is also 
possible. 

ioj Cf. Esther 8:5 with *^J)b ; passive participle not found in the Bible; in rabbinic 
literature usually spelled without X and has the moaning of “accessible, frequent” 
('Arakin, 30 b; Sanhedrin, 86a). The meaning here is obscure. They came (to meet) the 
king who is given to grace, magnanimity (7). Emendation of 1X2© would not be borne 
out by the context. 

29iObscure. “ Presents, gifts ” (?); cf. Pesahim, 216, but there r©" , n2 • Perhaps “the 
star was powerful in their being delivered .” 
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20 * Cf. Judg. 19:29, 30, the incident at Gibea, when the man cut his Pilegesh into twelve 
pieces, which he sent to the twelve tribes of Israel in order to incite them to war against the 
inhabitants of Gibea. 


206 cy. Gen. 41:8; Dan. 2:1. 

206 From ‘pD or “to establish, arrange;” fp'D means “appointed measure or 
number” (Ezod. 5:18; Ezek. 45:11); here, probably, “fixity, immovableness, soundness.” 

2<>7 Connected with (Exod. 21:25) “wound;” lit. “split open” (comp. Arab. 

= “ crack ”); cf. Ps. 60:4. 

208Appellation given to Ishmael (Mohammedan world generally); cf. Halevi, Poems 
■ed. Harkavy, Vol. II, pp. 61,151. 

20® Cf. Sanhedrin, 91a; see n. 143. 

210 Qf, i Kings 13:24, 25, 28; Jer. 36:30. 

211 Cf. Exod. 8:10. 

2i2Hapax., Cant. 2:11. 

213 Form not found; cf. Job 37:17 (); see Jer. 36:30 for the idea. 

21* Cf. Ps. 118:22. 

™Cf. Ps.126; found only once (Gen. 37:7), usually rrmbx (Gen.SI:7; Ps. 

126:6); reminiscences of Joseph’s dream. 

2io Monday, Shebat 26,4837 A. M.; January 23, 1077; Jumada II, 24, 469. TtSlES Wltf, 
Arabic influence. fip'Q"'t3tb72 = 1009, if we consider the final Q as 600; cf. KOnig, Lehr- 
geb&ude der hebrdischen Sprache , Yol. II, Div. 1, p. 231. 

217 See “ The Author.” 218 Cf. Ps. 33:4. 

219 The numerical value of Q73p = 149. DI3p = “ cutting off, lopping, chopping off ” 
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

(Arab. cf. Shebi'ith, II, 4; Sukkah, III, 4; et al.; refers to the destruction 

of the enemy. 

220 (y. Prov. 3:15. 
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THE MIR’AT AZ-ZAMAN. 

Among Arabic works which furnish more or less material for the 
history of the Crusades, the Mir'dt az-Zamdn of Sity ibn al-Jauzi has 
long been known to western scholars. Though the work is an extended 
one, yet practically the whole of it, down to and including the events of 
the year 633 A. H., exists, one part here and another there, in the various 
libraries of Europe. 1 The last part, however, covering the period begin¬ 
ning with the year 534 A. H. and extending to the year of the author’s 
death, just that part of the history, namely, as to which the author 
might well be supposed to have been able to secure the fullest and most 
accurate information, was, till recently, regarded as unfortunately miss¬ 
ing. Now it happens that in the library of Yale University, among the 
collection of Arabic manuscripts made by Count Landberg, and so gen¬ 
erously given to Yale by Mr. Morris K. Jesup, there is a manuscript of 
precisely this part of the Mir* dt az-Zamdn . This manuscript (Yale 136) 
begins with an account of the year 495 A. H., and extends to the year 
654 A. H., the year of the author’s death. The importance of this manu¬ 
script was recognized by Landberg, and need not be enlarged upon. A 
study of the manuscripts in London, Oxford, Leyden, and Paris this 
summer showed clearly that this manuscript differs markedly from the 
European manuscripts of that portion of the Mir’dt az-Zamdn that 
covers the years from 440 A. H. on, and evidently belongs to a different 
recension. The relation of Yale 136 to the manuscripts referred to 
above will be discussed in the introduction to a critical edition of the 
text, in preparation for which certain photographs and copies have 
already been made. For the present it is sufficient to say that, through 
the liberality of the authorities of the Yale library in loaning the manu¬ 
script to the University of Chicago for an extended period, it has been 
possible to prepare a fac simile edition of it, and that this edition will 
be published in a few months. There will be 529 pages of Arabic text, 
twenty-five lines to the page, also a very short introduction and a table 
of errata which, it is hoped, may be even shorter. It is hoped that this 
edition may be instrumental in extending the interest in, and the 
knowledge of, this great Arabic history. 

James Richard Jewett. 

iFor an account of the author and of the various MSS. of the work, cf. Wftstenfeld’s 
Die GeschichUchreiber der Araber, No. 340, and Brockelmann’s Geschichte der arabUchen 
Litteratur, Vol. I, pp. 347, 34S. 
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The death of President William R. Harper has removed from 
the world of students a strong and unique personality, and in the 
sorrow created by it those concerned with Semitic, and especially 
with Old Testament, studies have their keen share.. His public 
connection with them covered more than twenty-five years, and 
the circumstances of it appealed to the imagination. He was the 
representative, and indeed the embodiment, of these studies for a 
large circle of men and women who were introduced to them, 
directly and indirectly, through him. Some thus came to an 
intimate knowledge of them. More reached a superficial, though 
often enthusiastic, acquaintance. Still others merely watched the 
phenomenon, with keen interest, from without. For all of these 
he held the middle of the field. He did nothing for display, but 
everything for efficiency, and from this point of view his life was 
not only an achievement, it was an astonishing spectacle. 

In any case, it would not be time yet to estimate justly Dr. 
Harper’s place in the department of Semitic learning, and the 
phenomenal quality in his work adds to the difficulty. The en¬ 
thusiasm of loyal pupils does not promote impartiality nor find it 
easy to discriminate between the man and the scholar. On the 
other hand, a purely scholarly judgment may underestimate the 
worth of a pupil’s insight, and lose the large impression in the 
criticism of details, while the very fact of wide popularity among 
the uncritical may awaken the scholar’s prejudice or suspicion. 
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Under these circumstances, and with the bias of warm per¬ 
sonal friendship, it would be impossible for the present writer, 
even if he were otherwise competent to do so, to attempt a 
thoroughly critical estimate of Dr. Harper’s work in the Semitic 
languages, and particularly in biblical scholarship. Nothing 
more is possible than a rapid review of that work in a spirit of 
sincere appreciation which it will be the endeavor not to de¬ 
vitalize and invalidate by undiscriminating eulogy. Flattery is 
the subtlest form of contempt for the dead as for the living, and 
Dr. Harper’s reputation needs only the respect of perfect truth¬ 
fulness to insure real fame. 

Semitic studies in this country have had an interesting history. 1 
They began with the first generation of settlers in New England. 
The early presidents of Harvard were orientalists of repute. 
Hebrew was long a required study, because education was essen¬ 
tially religious, and because the larger part of the Bible was in 
Hebrew. Like studies were fostered at Yale. Hebrew words 
were engraved on the original seal of Dartmouth College. The 
Dutch and Scottish settlers of New York and New Jersey brought 
with them the same insistence on the language of the Old Testa¬ 
ment. The study was by degrees limited to students for the 
ministry, and grew somewhat perfunctory, even for them. A 
great revival of interest, both linguistic and exegetical, was led 
by Moses Stuart, a graduate of Yale, who became professor at 
Andover Theological Seminary in 1810. Hebrew had never died 
out in the middle states, and it reached a position of importance 
at Princeton, unde Frofessor Joseph Addison Alexander, and 
his successor, Profttsci William Henry Green; but Stuart was a 
more brilliant pioneer. Stuart had many apt pupils—though 
none his equal as a teacher. Among the most famous was 
Edward Robinson, through whom a new center of these studies was 
established in New York. The newer western institutions were 
in large part manned by students of these eastern teachers. But 
not all. Harper was seven years old when Robinson died, but 
Harper’s Semitic genealogy did not originate in that line. His 
first impulse toward Semitic study was due to an independent 
strain of Scotch blood. It is to be traced directly back to the 

i Its details are scattered through various books, pamphlets, and articles, but it was 
summed up, near the close of the last century, in the two admirable papers by Professor 
George F. Moore, D.D., of Harvard, in the ZeiUchnft /Ur alttestamentliche Wissenscha/t , 
1888-89, under the title “Alttestamentliche Studien in Amerika.” 
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zeal for knowledge and the demand for a learned ministry on the 
part of a people whose love for theology is democratic enough to 
demand thorough equipment on the part of its religious leaders. 
If Muskingum College, at New Concord, Ohio—an institution of 
whose existence many thousands of persons have learned since 
Dr. Harper’s death, from the simple fact that he studied there— 
had not been founded by Scotchmen, chiefly for the training of 
ministers, and had not required Hebrew as a part of its course, it 
is not probable that Stuart and Robinson or their followers would 
have taken its place, and led Harper into Semitic paths. His 
precocity was, of course, an element in the case. To have learned 
enough Hebrew at fourteen to pronounce an oration—of what¬ 
ever quality—in that language, is to have put behind one its 
superficial difficulties at an age that gives a long start over most 
students of it. 2 

His teacher at Muskingum was Rev. David Paul, at that time 
president of the college. The studies of his early boyhood stim¬ 
ulated his taste for language, as such, and this led him, at seven¬ 
teen, to Yale, and a cosmopolitan atmosphere of learning. His 
life at Yale took the place, for him, of study at a foreign univer¬ 
sity. Professor William D. Whitney taught him Sanskrit, and 
sound philological method, and through Professor George E. Day 
he came into the line of New England Hebraists who looked 
back to Moses Stuart as their head. Professor Whitney, also, saw 
the opportunity for Semitic scholarship and influenced him that 
way, although his thesis for the degree of doctor of philosophy 
was in the Sanskrit field. This was in 1875, when he was nine¬ 
teen years of age. 

Then followed three and a half years of school administration 
and teaching, mainly classical; and in January, 1879, he began 
to teach Hebrew in the Baptist Union Theological Seminary at 
Morgan Park, a suburb of Chicago. In less than two years his 
eagerness and his success as a Hebrew teacher were making him 
a national figure. His summer schools and correspondence school, 
his textbooks and his periodicals, were all so many ways of bring¬ 
ing his teaching power to bear on increasing classes of students. 
Still wider scope was given to his activities by his call to Yale as 
professor of Semitic languages in 1886, and his incumbency of 

2 If we smile at the “ Hebrew oration," we may remember that this was a usage at the 
Harvard commencement till 1817 —hardly more than fifty years earlier. 
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the Woolsey professorship of biblical literature in the same uni¬ 
versity, in 1889. In 1891 he became president of the new 
University of Chicago, and although this exacting position les¬ 
sened the time he could give to Semitic and biblical studies, it 
greatly increased his general influence even in these particular 
fields. 

Dr. Harper gained a useful degree of acquaintance with other 
Semitic languages, and gave instruction in several of them at 
different times. But it is only in the department of Hebrew and 
the Old Testament that the published materials permit any 
attempt to estimate his scholarly attainments. 

It has already appeared that Dr. Harper’s first taste of Hebrew 
came through a branch of Scotch Presbyterianism, and that the 
influences set at work by Moses Stuart* reached him only in his 
second stage. All the more attractive is the parallel between 
these two great teachers of Hebrew and of the Old Testament. 
Both were enthusiastic students, of acquisitive powers far above 
the common. Both were drawn to the Semitic field as by mag¬ 
netic power. Its importance, current neglect of it, its fresh possi¬ 
bilities, largely unknown, enticed and held them. Both were 
forced by circumstances to depend much on private study, and 
both diligently used the books of others. Both were effective 
teachers, and communicated their ardor for study to many pupils. 
Both thus became the heads of important revival movements in 
Old Testament science. Both found it necessary to publish text¬ 
books to meet the demand which their own work had created. 
There were, no doubt, striking differences between them—and not 
in personal quality alone. Harper was able to create machinery 
which enlarged his direct influence to an extent quite unthinkable 
in the staid conditions of Andover Hill. His summer schools and 
correspondence school multiplied his pupils many fold, and his 
instinctive appeal to the average man expanded the constituency 
of these schools quite beyond the limits of a single profession. 
In the introductory editorial to the first number of Hebraica 
(March, 1884), he wrote: “Within three years there has been 
organized and carried into successful operation a school for the 
study of Hebrew by correspondence. This school, at this writing, 
includes over six hundred clergymen and students. The mem¬ 
bers of the school are of every evangelical denomination. They 
reside in almost every state in the Union, in Canada, in England, 
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in Scotland, in Ireland, in Turkey, in China, in Japan, in India.” 
Stuart had no such effect as this! On the other hand, Harper 
found much more material ready to his hand, and he enjoyed 
much greater fellowship and sympathy. The movement begun 
by Stuart, and carried on by his pupils and theirs, had been rein¬ 
forced, over and over again, by European learning, and was gain¬ 
ing vigor and effectiveness. Harper had this at his disposal, and 
he employed it from fresh centers, with a strong increment from 
his own incisive energy, in spreading knowledge more widely 
among the people. This applies to his linguistic work, and still 
more to his work in the study of the Old Testament as literature. 
Stuart had learned from Gesenius and Seiler the modern method 
of interpretation by grammar and lexicon, and this method, largely 
through Stuart, had become thoroughly acclimatized in this coun¬ 
try. To- Harper it came by inheritance, rather than by discovery. 
His two years at Yale determined this. If Stuart's American 
world was smaller, the effect of his teaching, as far as it reached, 
was intense and productive, and Yale was well within his world. 
Both had pupils who showed their appreciation of their masters 
by carrying on advanced studies elsewhere. Here, again, Stuart’s 
men prepared the way for the later generation. It was a more 
uncommon and venturesome thing for Edward Kobinson to study 
in Gottingen, Halle, and Berlin, than any man can appreciate who 
has gone to Germany as a student since Harper began to teach. 
The parallel might run out into unprofitable comparisons, but it is 
obvious enough on the surface to give point and interest to close 
inquiry. 

To Professor Harper’s Hebrew scholarship it was both an 
advantage and a serious disadvantage that his teaching of it was 
so successful and so absorbing. We hear that to teach a subject 
is the best way to learn it, but this aphorism is obviously of lim¬ 
ited application. Elementary teaching may secure a firm grasp 
of the elements, but it may actually preclude, by its demands 
on time and strength, large strides in the higher ranges of a great 
subject. Those who teach the multiplication table every day, 
and twice a day, do not fit themselves thereby to lecture on 
quaternions. 

The ideal authority in any field of scholarship is a man who 
has mastered his subject in its outlines and its details, who has 
explored its depths and climbed to its heights, who is full of 
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knowledge, common and recondite both, and whose mind is so 
adjusted to the possibilities of his field that his judgment decides 
questions that arise in it by a swift instinct, incommunicable but 
unerring. Men resort to him as to a storehouse of knowledge, and 
accept his statement of the facts in place of observing them for 
themselves; men depend upon his judgment of matters related to 
his specialty with confidence, and build on his opinions great 
fabrics of conclusion. Doubtless scholars often make mistakes 
and err in judgment, but this proves no more than that they only 
approach the ideal and do not in fact reach it. And even the 
approach to it is by no royal road. The habitual quiet of the 
study, freedom from distractions, the testings of the laboratory, 
deliberation in proving conclusions, the slow seasoning of opinions, 
lack of haste in publishing them, the quickening of the sensitive 
faculties of the mind which are dulled if they are overtaxed or 
hurried, all the ripening processes which must supplement the 
acquisitive powers, to bring the fruits of knowledge to a sound 
maturity—these things are essential to the scholar, and possible 
in satisfying degree only for those who add to a love of knowledge, 
and a deep respect for it—a sense of the worth of absolute devo¬ 
tion to even a small segment of it—the freedom from preoccupa¬ 
tion and from distraction about many things, which gives devotion 
to knowledge its opportunity. 

In thus describing the exacting life of pure scholarship, it is 
evident that one leaves out important elements of the exacting 
life of President. Harper, and perhaps includes some things for 
which that life had little room. 

Could a man, occupied as he was occupied, with the many 
plans which sprang from his fertile brain demanding administra¬ 
tive and executive care—in spite of his great facility in using 
the services of others—be an absolute devotee of pure scholar¬ 
ship? There is no doubt that pure scholarship was an object of 
his strong desire—appealing to him with the attractive power of 
a luxury almost within reach. But there probably has never 
been a human brain, however gifted, that was capable at once of 
carrying on such large and varied affairs as fell to Dr. Harper’s 
lot—by the very necessity of his gifts, as well as of his circum¬ 
stances—his gifts shaping his circumstances to a great degree— 
and at the saine time of rising to the very highest heights of 
technical scholarship. 
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Far from belittling his scholarly attainments, these conditions 
make it possible for us to appreciate them at their real value. It 
is remarkable that, under the conditions of his life, he was ablei 
to command as much of Semitic knowledge as he did, and to 
express such well-considered opinions on Semitic matters. The 
scholarship of a man like this has peculiar value because it carries 
so far. It does not become trivial by the fact that there may 
be other scholarship more prodigious. Not many men know 
Hebrew as well as Dr. Harper knew it. And what man has made 
his knowledge more thoroughly effective? 

The chief feature of Dr. Harper’s intellectual life has been 
barely hinted at thus far. Here was a highly original man, at 
the post of a scholar, with a large share of a scholar’s attainments, 
whose originality was directed to practical ends. These were, of 
course, in no sense material ends. They were practical ways of 
bringing scholarship to bear effectively on the mental life of the 
largest numbers. For this he was equipped in a degree quite 
exceptional. His great faculty of administering affairs appeared 
in the constitution of his Summer and Correspondence Schools, 
and—less visible to the multitude, but of equal efficiency—in 
the organization of the Hebrew and Semitic studies at Morgan 
Park, at Yale and at the University of Chicago. 

No qualification is needed in speaking of Dr. Harper as a 
teacher. He had a genius for communicating knowledge. This 
included—as it must always include—an intuitive perception of 
the mental attitude and furniture of the average pupil, and the 
gift of seeing with distinctness what he wished to teach, and of 
expressing it with precision. These qualities were heightened by 
training, and were backed by an unwearying patience, by a sturdy 
insistence on thoroughness, and by an absolute conviction of the 
worth of the study in which he and his pupils were engaged. 
Repetition did not grow tedious to him. That a student should 
master the elements of Hebrew was of more consequence to him 
than that he himself should have leisure for grammatical or 
exegetical inquiry. He gave himself ungrudgingly in his teaching 
work. To a remarkable degree these characteristics appear in his 
lesson leaves and textbooks. His Elements of Hebrew (1881-82), 
Hebrew Method and Manual (1883), Vocabularies (1881-82), 
and Syntax (1888) have been used in more than one hundred and 
fifty institutions, distributed in thirty-two states and territories 
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of this republic as well as several foreign countries. In this way 
his influence on the teaching of Hebrew has been extraordinary. 

The processes of instruction are displayed in these, and not the 
mere facts of knowledge. Therefore they will always have value 
for educators quite distinct from their value to research students. 
It is probable that groups of persons so many and so large have 
never been so well taught as his Hebrew classes were, in the sense 
of acquiring exactly what he aimed to impart to them. They 
gained the ability to read Hebrew with some facility, and, what 
is more, with much pleasure. The world of the Old Testament 
took on new life for them. Some of them, after further training, 
became Old Testament experts; many of them became intelligent 
and sympathetic students of the Old Testament, to whom the lan¬ 
guage had ceased to be a barrier or a bugbear, and had become a 
means of better understanding and of finer appreciation. 

It is difficult to overestimate such a service as this. Each man 
who is affected by it is enriched and enlarged. It was always 
present to Dr. Harper’s mind that in a subject closely related to 
religion, like the language of the Old Testament, a larger intelli¬ 
gence means new light on religious facts and new agencies for 
religious influence. But this may, for the moment, be left at one 
side. From the point of view of special scholarship the wide¬ 
spread results of such teaching raise the general level. They 
make special studies easier. They provide conditions from which 
the accomplished scholar more easily springs. They supply him 
with a responsive constituency. One in twenty of the eager 
pupils may grow qualified to teach others what he has learned, 
and so the constituency increases. One in a hundred—or five 
hundred—may be led to pursue higher studies with the best 
masters, and so, in time, to become himself a master with author¬ 
ity, and so the science advances. It is a great and good achieve¬ 
ment to have made Hebrew and the Old Testament—to say 
nothing of the kindred languages and their literatures—acces¬ 
sible and delightful to a large company of men and women—good 
for them, and a great thing for the future of Hebrew studies and 
the scientific study of the Old Testament. 

Some dangers are involved. There is the danger, for the 
teacher, of seeming to countenance low and imperfect standards 
of scholarship, and, for the pupil, the danger of superficial knowl¬ 
edge and superficial judgment, and the danger of thinking that 
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if so much can be gained so early, even mastery itself cannot 
require much more. But these dangers are inherent in popular 
education, and are not half so bad as the dangers of ignorance. 
The student who knows a little may sometimes be opinionated 
and impertinent, but on the whole the man who knows nothing is 
a greater menace. The beginner may not understand how much 
is beyond him, but he is likely to have a juster idea of it than one 
who has never begun. And all fresh knowledge gives a freer 
atmosphere, and tends toward the hospitable mind. Whatever 
drawbacks attended Dr. Harper’s success were far more than out¬ 
weighed by its permanent value in the general life of the intellect. 

Opinions will differ as to the relative importance of different 
elements in his method of teaching. Dr. Harper himself ascribed 
the chief value to its “inductive” feature, by which the pupil is 
introduced to the facts of language, and led to build up the rules 
of linguistic usage for himself on the basis of these facts. As far 
as this means concrete dealing with the actual material, at an early 
stage of study, and is opposed to abstract formula, it is no doubt 
fundamental. . Dr. Harper’s way of applying his principle was 
certainly, in his hands, highly effective. It might be called the 
method of giving illustrations before stating rules. When com¬ 
bined with the method of applying the rules widely after they have 
been stated, it is evidently fruitful. It is less adapted to a book 
of reference than to an elementary textbook. It is perhaps more 
appropriate to the Introductory Hebrew Method and Manual 
than to the Elements of Hebrew , especially since the latter be¬ 
came, in a sense, a book of reference for those using the former. 
Perhaps the fact that the Elements was published first (in 1881; 
the Manual in 1883) may have something to do with the main¬ 
tenance of this order of the material in the reference volume. 
However this may be, and while it would be foolish to undervalue 
a system which has yielded such results in practice, there can be 
little doubt that Dr. Harper never did justice in his public utter¬ 
ances—and probably he never did in his own mind—to the part 
played by his unusual powers of selection and clear statement. 
From the mass of linguistic facts he picked out the essential— 
i. c\, the things essential for a beginner to know—and left the 
rest unnoticed. The embarrassment of larger knowledge, the 
burdening sense of exceptions and needed qualifications, which 
oppresses many gifted teachers and enfeebles their teaching, is 
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not an embarrassment or a burden in these books. He has 
selected from his available store that which is immediately useful, 
and that alone. And having selected it, he puts it before his 
pupils with brevity and in lucid terms. It is impossible to mis¬ 
understand what he says, or be confused by it. Without at all 
belittling the “inductive” method, it is pretty certain that if the 
choice were forced upon us between having first the facts and 
then muddled explanations of them, or first transparent state¬ 
ments and then the illustrative facts, the latter would gain a 
unanimous vote. So that we must recognize once more the pre¬ 
eminent gifts of the man as contributing to the success of his 
method. 

His principle of introducing, at an early stage, some elements 
of comparative Semitic grammar is worthy of all praise. He 
could not claim, in 1881, to be a great Semitic philologist. But 
his mind grasped the relations of things, and he knew, with the 
teacher’s insight, how a bit of philological history lights up the 
gray waste of linguistic desert in which beginners in Hebrew 
sometimes seem to themselves to be wandering. Perhaps if his 
own studies in this history had been larger, he would have been 
less able to use what he had for the benefit of his pupils. The 
gift of employing, without loss, all that he had was no small factor 
in his success. 

His Hebrew Vocabularies (1881-82), also, were strongly 
advocated by him, and diligently employed. The plan of group¬ 
ing words by the frequency of their use is the salient point in his 
system here, and is certainly correct. His own insistence on the 
committing to memory these lists of words carried many students 
through the drudgery of it. But the general demand for this 
book has not approached that for his other textbooks, and many 
teachers have found that a less mechanical, more gradual, not to 
say insinuating, demand upon the student’s memory is workable, 
and is more natural and even more truly “inductive.” 

The soil was to some extent prepared for such a crop of inter¬ 
est in Hebrew studies. The great impulse given to them by Stuart, 
Robinson, Alexander, and the rest had not wholly lost its headway 
among the ministry. The fresh energy devoted to them in at least 
one theological seminary of the eastern states, under the vigorous 
leadership of a strong teacher of unusual gifts, trained by long 
study abroad, was making itself felt before Harper went to Mor- 
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gan Park. Modern principles of biblical study were announced 
in the same quarter. The trial and quasi-condemnation of a 
brilliant and competent scholar in Scotland, William Robertson 
Smith, with its accompanying spread of his opinions in attractive 
form, drew much attention in this country, and turned the thoughts 
of many into channels to which they had been strangers. During 
the greater part of Dr. Harper’s public service, and side by side 
with it, movements that in some cases amounted to convulsions 
were going on in several of the great ecclesiastical .bodies, over 
the same biblical questions. There was a general breaking up of 
the old ground, and a fertilizing of it with new ideas. Others* 
also, were cultivating it in ways different from his. Large enter¬ 
prises were undertaken in behalf of Old Testament science, and 
for the better knowledge of the ancient Semitic world. Dr. 
Harper was thus not summoned to clear and till a virgin field* 
nor was he an isolated husbandman. But, when all is said, it 
was he who saw how large the opportunity was, who perceived 
the ranges along which it especially lay, who was qualified in a 
peculiar degree to take it, and who devoted himself without 
reserve, and at great personal cost, to grasping and improving it to 
the utmost limits of his power. His service to Semitic studies was 
great in fostering other branches of them than those to which he 
more especially gave himself. Hebrew and the Old Testament 
belonged in a peculiar sense to him, yet he applied himself in pri¬ 
vate study—and with the eager diligence that characterized him 
in all things—to Arabic and to Assyrian, and he had classes in 
these languages at times. He learned something of other Semitic 
languages. But in none of them did he feel at home to the degree 
that he did in Hebrew, and in the Old Testament books, where 
teaching and public lecturing for a long series of years gave him 
easy familiarity with w T hat he taught. All the more generously 
did he open the way for others to specialize in the various divisions 
of the great field. Qualified men were encouraged to devote 
themselves to these subjects, and opportunities opened to teach 
them in his various schools. In every case, whether in Hebrew 
or any other branch, Dr. Harper gave promising scholars the 
chance to show the best that was in them. The list is a consider¬ 
able one—at least forty or fifty names—of those who came under 
his influence for a longer or shorter time, and afterward found 
positions of usefulness as Semitic and biblical teachers. 
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His great desire was to see departments of Semitic languages 
spring up in all colleges and universities. This desire was real¬ 
ized to some extent, if not in its full measure. The attempt has 
been made in many places. In some it has succeeded. In some 
the only form of it has been as an attachment to a biblical chair. 
In few has there been aliy generous equipment for such a depart¬ 
ment, and the attempt to provide it has in some instances been 
withdrawn altogether, and that in quarters where it would least 
have been expected. On the whole, however, his contagious 
enthusiasm bore larger fruit in this direction than would have 
come in many years by the combined efforts of less persistent and 
effective men. The idea has grown familiar, the need has been 
presented. Its results thus far commend it, and the preceding 
era of indifference to Semitic and even to biblical knowledge in 
courses of general education has passed, we may hope forever. The 
elective system, which, whatever its defects and drawbacks, has 
enabled higher institutions to offer hospitality to all branches of 
human knowledge, will not tolerate, in the long run, a neglect of 
subjects of such human dignity and such practical significance as 
these, and, as endowments increase, ampler provision will be made 
for these studies which Dr. Harper so deeply felt to be a general 
cmicern of men. 

The breadth and depth of his scholarly interests are shown in 
two fields of which the past century has taught us the importance 
—that of periodical literature, and that of discovery by explora¬ 
tion and excavation. 

Of his enterprise in the latter field, and its actual yield to Old 
Testament study, it is too early to say much. Nor is it important 
to do so, for the present purpose. Dr. Harper did not himself 
engage in exploration. The expedition to Bismya, under the 
auspices of the University of Chicago, and Professor Breasted’s 
original work in Egypt and Egyptian sources, were matters in 
which he took the liveliest interest, and they attested his restless 
energy in pushing out many lines of search and research for con¬ 
tributions to the subjects which lay near his heart. 

In the periodicals, however, he was personally and closely 
involved from first to last. 

The periodicals were of two distinct kinds: some had a popular 
and some a scientific purpose. The Hebrew Student (1882) was 
the first of them all, and represented both types, but the differ- 
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entiation began with Hebrnica (1884) — merged later (1895) in 
the American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures — 
and the Old Testament Student (1883), with its offspring by direct 
descent, the Old and New Testament Student (1888) and the 
Biblical World (1893). The American Journal of Theology 
(1897) attests his general theological sympathies, but does not, 
on the whole, belong in this paper. 

As to the quality of these periodicals, it is quite within limits 
to say for the popular division that it has fully met its purpose, 
and has undoubtedly opened the way in many instances to some¬ 
thing beyond itself. It is no small triumph that the more tech¬ 
nical journal has been sustained at all, as it could not have 
been without the self-sacrifice of the editor in its earlier his¬ 
tory, and the university backing of the more recent years. There 
has been a distinct improvement in scholarly value. For some 
time the available material was quite limited; the number of 
competent workers was small, and their absorption in pressing 
tasks was great. Articles of uniform excellence could not be 
looked for. The average was not always high. But, increasingly, 
the results of serious and careful work have gone into the journal, 
contributions have been received from scholars of note, and it 
has taken its place as a useful repository of the products of 
original research. 

Dr. Harper’s own contributions to these periodicals have been 
as numerous as one had any right to expect. Here, more clearly 
than anywhere else, we can see how his interests as a scholar 
were widening—keeping pace, one may say, with a growing con¬ 
ception of the needs and capacities of his public. The early edi¬ 
torial notes, not merely in the Hebrew Student and the Old 
Testament Student, but in Hebraica as well, are quite naive in 
their appeal to the most elementary stages of knowledge. These 
journals were, at the first, the mere organs of a scheme of ele¬ 
mentary teaching of Hebrew. It is evident that theological 
students, and not well-trained ones, were the object of the editor’s 
chief thought. But in Hebraica , after 1886, these editorial notes 
disappear. His call to Yale, in that year, put broader responsi¬ 
bilities upon him, and he began to consider, more habitually, the 
range of Semitic languages, and their relation to each other, as 
of consequence apart from professional training. There is an 
advance from the note on “Hebrew in Colleges” ( Hebraica , Vol. 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 



190 


Hebraica 


II, p. 250), and that on “A Little Knowledge of Hebrew” 
(Hebraica , Vol. Ill, p. 50), to the article (given first as a brief 
address in Philadelphia) on “Semitic Study in the University” 
[Hebraica, Vol. V [1883], pp. 83 sq.). It was in 1888 that his 
Hebrew Syntax appeared, and it showed good philological method, 
but to his journals he made no important contributions in techni¬ 
cal philology. His chief articles were in the realm of the literary 
and historical study of the Bible—mainly the Old Testament. 
In the popular journals these took the form of “inductive” studies, 
and here, too, while the pedagogical interest continues to the 
end, there is great development in the thoroughness with which 
problems are laid hold of, and the insistence with which they are 
presented. In the later years there were three such serial treat¬ 
ments of Old Testament subjects in the Biblical World: “Con¬ 
structive Studies in the Priestly Element in the Old Testament” 
(January to December, 1901), “Constructive Studies in the Lit¬ 
erature of Worship in the Old Testament” (February to August, 
1902), and “Constructive Studies in the Prophetic Element in 
the Old Testament” (January, 1904, to January, 1905). Two of 
these—the Studies in the Priestly Element (3d ed., 1905) and 
the Prophetic Element (1905)—have been published separately. 
With these, as of the same general stamp, although adapted to 
students of a less special type, and with more stress on practical 
religious values, may be named such recent correspondence courses 
as those on “The Work of the Old Testament Priests” (1900), 
“The Work of the Old Testament Sages” (1904), and “The 
Foreshadowings of the Christ” (1904). 

His most notable contribution to Hebraica was the series of 
articles on “The Pentateuchal Question,” extending from October, 
1888, to July, 1890. These showed abundant reading, and fa¬ 
miliarity with the main modern positions. They were prepared 
to represent the school of historical criticism in a discussion in 
which Professor William Henry Green, of Princeton, took the 
conservative side. This opponent was an accomplished debater, 
and had the advantage of the attacking party, and entire com¬ 
mitment to the positions he himself held. Dr. Harper, on the 
other hand, avowedly refrained from committing himself to the 
details of the views he set forth, and thereby lost a part of the 
strength of a champion. Dr. Green’s articles were the more 
numerous, running on until the number for April-July, 1892. 
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The result was perhaps rather confusing than otherwise to 
serious students of biblical problems, and while the double series 
bore witness to Dr. Harper’s fairmindedness, and genial recogni¬ 
tion of opposing schools of thought, it is doubtful whether his 
maturer judgment would have favored a repetition of this proce¬ 
dure in like conditions. 

Dr. Harper’s reputation as a productive, technical scholar must 
rest, in the main, on his first (and only) volume on the Minor 
Prophets , in the International Critical Commentary , edited by 
Drs. Briggs, Driver, and Plummer. Preliminary studies appeared 
from time to time—specifically his Structure of the Text of the 
Book of Amos (1904) and the Structure of the Text of the Book 
of Hosea( 1905; with earlier publication in the American Journal 
of Semitic Languages and Literatures , 1900 and 1904; the trans¬ 
lation of Hosea in the Biblical World , January, 1905). But he 
did not fairly present himself to the world as a pure scholar 
among scholars until the appearance of the Commentary itself, a 
year before his death. This book is so different from anything 
else he published that it must be considered quite by itself. His 
other books represented a selection from abundant materials of 
that which is needed by a class. Here we have a full—almost 
unrestricted—exhibition of all the matters connected with the 
subject. • The attitude toward modern criticism elsewhere in his 
writing is often cautious, apologetic, sometimes non-committal, 
sometimes hypothetical, governed by consideration for an opposite 
point of view, or by a delicate pedagogical method. Here, the 
acceptance of the critical mode of approach and of reasoning is 
unqualified. The interest in the beginner’s needs is not control¬ 
ling. New emphasis appears, e.g ., on textual change and on poetic 
form. All the features required by an elaborate, modem critical 
commentary are here—breadth of plan, patient handling of 
detail, the determination of fact by evidence, constant citation of 
authorities, careful analysis, registration of the opinions of others, 
introductions, tables of dates, lists of abbreviations, indices. In 
this book Dr. Harper took his stand as a serious contributor to 
the work of Old Testament interpretation, and claimed a respect¬ 
ful hearing from the guild of fellow-workers. Only those who 
are painfully aware how small the guild of productive workers in 
this field actually is, and how exacting the terms of admission by 
their own nature have to be can quite understand the sorrow with 
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which their welcome to this comrade, hardly spoken, was turned 
to a farewell. It would be impossible, in the present article, to 
offer a minute review of the volume. A few remarks of a some¬ 
what general nature must suffice. 

Every student must be struck with the aim at completeness. 
The seventy pages of the Introduction which are devoted to“Pre- 
prophetism” give a sketch of Israelitish literature and thought 
till Amos, with especial discussion of the prophetic phenomena in 
the early generations. The author’s critical freedom—used always 
with sobriety—finds the clearest expression here. Other divi¬ 
sions of the Introduction follow usual lines in the main. Com¬ 
pleteness is sought, also, in the presentation of divergent opinions 
at every important point, and even at points of minor importance. 
The author was notable, beyond some who are cited as Old Testa¬ 
ment authorities, in recognizing how indispensable it is to know 
the literature of one’s subject, and what respect is due those who 
have made real contributions to it. He studied the books of 
other men assiduously, receptively, and profitably, aided in this 
by his power of application, of quick apprehension, of easy assim¬ 
ilation. Hence his opinions are not the obiter dicta of a bright 
mind, but have a scholarly backing and coherence. No doubt 
we see, in his copious citation of opinions, the diligent and 
accurate hand of Dr. J. M. P. Smith, to whom the* Preface 
makes special acknowledgment, as well as his own. No doubt, 
also, all opinions, even the eccentric and the casual, should be 
before the author of such a book. Yet the question arises 
whether it is really necessary to print them all for general use. 
Those that are baseless contribute nothing to real exegesis, and 
those that have had no influence hardly belong to the history of 
exegetical thought, and are not worth their space. More serious 
is the frequent lack of definite position with reference to many of 
the views cited; an extreme case is Amos 5:26, on which he cites 
thirteen suggestions (pp. 140 sq.) differing from his own inter¬ 
pretation without making it clear by argument that his own is 
superior to the rest. One sometimes misses the lucid precision so 
characteristic of his Hebrew textbooks, a lack partly inherent, no 
doubt, in the situation of a commentator, threading his way 
through a labyrinth of possibilities, and determining many points 
only by a nice balance of probabilities, but sometimes suggesting 
that even this work of scholarship was done under heavy pressure. 
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In textual criticism there is little to note. The author generally 
follows good critics, but does not make much contribution of his 
own to the difficult questions. The introductory remarks on the 
versions are meager. On the other hand, the treatment of poetic 
measurements, in which the author’s interest has long been 
known, is an important feature of the book. All in all, it is 
worthy of a place in every scholar’s library, as the amplest and 
best treatment of these two great prophets which has yet been 
given to the world. 

Enough has been said to show that he was not an intruder in 
the realm of the higher scholarship, but one whose place in it was 
of right. And yet, unless his circumstances had radically changed, 
we could not have looked here for the main emphasis of his life. 
If he had lived a few years longer, we should have had the other 
volumes that were promised, and they, also, would have been 
eagerly welcomed and used. But the main emphasis of his life 
could not have been shifted to technical scholarship. He would 
always have had too many other things to do to become a critic 
or an exegete, pure and simple. And it may fairly be said that 
he had the many things to do because it was, on the whole, more 
profitable for the world that his great powers should be used in 
doing them than in the more secluded work of the scholar. 

What we have to ask at the end is whether, on the whole, he 
made to Old Testament and Semitic studies the best contribution 
which, among the many, he was qualified to make. We may with¬ 
out hesitation answer this question in the affirmative. He aroused 
in thousands an eagerness for these studies. He introduced men 
and women to the questions with which such studies now bristle, 
and showed the lines of solution. By temperament he was fitted 
to gauge the receptiveness of average people for new ideas, and 
he did not repel those he dealt with by thrusting them forward too 
fast. He was content to be elementary for the sake of minds in 
the elementary stage, and had no contempt for them, or sense of 
condescension. He led them on to higher ranges as fast as they 
could go. He devised ingenious machinery for the promotion of 
learning. He persisted in his linguistic and educational work 
year after year. Thus he became one of the chief factors in 
that quiet revolution which, in the thirty years just ending, has 
brought the Old Testament so distinctly to the front, quickened 
interest in its languages, and equipped so many people to meet 
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its problems intelligently, to the great advantage of the intellectual 
and the religious life. His sympathy with high scholarship will 
long be remembered, his scientific journals will bear witness to 
his determination to promote sound knowledge of the things he 
cared for, his Commentary will stand as an authority until the 
larger biblical science of a new generation shall displace it and 
its contemporary books; but his greater influence will lie in the. 
wider appeal—in the textbooks 90 carefully adapted to the ends of 
practical instruction, in the stimulus and teaching skill, living on 
and on, and to some degree reproducing themselves—in the inter¬ 
pretation of the conclusions of the few original scholars for the 
many open-minded students, in the long result of all those tireless 
activities which were sustained by his belief in the general capacity 
of men for knowledge, and which, while he lived, found their con¬ 
stant reward in the glad response of those he addressed. His 
greater influence remains as the influence of the teacher, and his 
school numbers more pupils than he ever saw, and his lessons are 
the particular things he taught and, besides these, the personal 
qualities of the man who taught them. The lasting effects of his 
work for mankind are in knowledge, but not only in knowledge; 
they are also in character. 
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THE HEBREW STEM NAHAL, TO REST.' 

By Paul Haupt, 

Johns Hopkins University. 

§ 1.—In my paper The Poetic Form of Psalm 23, published 
in vol. 21 of this Journal (April, 1905) p. 135, I stated that 
He causes me to lie dawn in ^ 23, 2 was a prosaic gloss 
to ■'Dbnr He rests me, which, as Friedrich Delitzsch showed 
twenty-five years ago , 2 corresponded to the Assyrian usn&’il for 
usnahhil, the causative of the intensive stem of bnD, a synonym 
of rabftgu to lie down and nftxu to rest . 

§2.—In the new (fourteenth) edition of Gesenius’ Hand - 
wdrterbuch (Leipzig, 1905) the stem bHD is supposed to mean:— 
(1) to lead; —(2) to provide with; —(3) in the Hithpael: to move 
slowly .—This is essentially the same explanation as the one given 
by Stade in his Hebrew dictionary, published in 1893, while 
Francis Brown in part 8 (issued in 1901) of his great lexicon of 
the OT* endeavors to combine the two interpretations to lead and 
to cause to rest , just as he gives for the derivative VbjTID both the 
meaning jxisture and watering-place . Similarly Professor R. D. 
Wilson, in an article published twenty years ago , 4 assumed two 
different stems. But Friedrich Delitzsch’s view that bnD means 
throughout to rest is correct, and the objections raised by Prse- 
torius, D. H. Mttller, and Noldeke in their reviews of Delitzsch’s 
Hebrew Language and his Prolegomena 5 are not valid. 

§ 3.—No importance can be attached to the combination of 
';bn:m with -n:m in 31, 4: 

"r.:n -pra nna -p-nsn* -?bc-5 

i i * 'I l 1 i i 

For Thou art my Rock and my Fortress; 
therefore for Thy name’s sake 7 lead me. 

The addition of *wbn"M in fR (<3 hiaOptym, 3 enutries , C "IT; 
but & ; cf. & Is. 51, 18; & H Ex. 15, 13, and below, §5) 

overloads the second hemistich and is rightly canceled by Bseth- 
gen; it is a scribal expansion derived from yfr 23, 2 . 3 and the last 
section of the post-Exilic psalm in Ex. 15, 13.* & has but one 

verb for f(L 'SbnSPil ^ron . 

195 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 



196 


Hebbaica 


§4.—In n. 107 to my paper on 23 I pointed out that 
the line -3Y TTQSTl "jnSTOBI "pM 

Thy staff and Thy (shepherd’s) crook, they give me courage 
meant: The staff 9 of the Shepherd of Israel will ward off dangers, 
His crook will show the way; "PSfiDB in yfr 23, 4 corresponds to 
^"CrQ JVH13 in Ex. 15, 13, while "t321T corresponds to T\ bfl3 
"jTJQ (<8 7 rapeKaXcaas, 3 portasti; —& for both IYT.3 and 

frbn3). Instead of jfl "Jwip HID btf , in the following hemistich, 
we must read 'p j b?. 10 This is equivalent to pbn3 ipQ in 
v. 17, i. e. Mount Zion. 11 The poet says "jlDTp ni3"by, not !T132 
"JlDTp, owing to the preceding "T3?2. This line should be trans¬ 
lated : By strength Thou didst seat 12 them on Thy holy home¬ 
stead;—Thou didst seat u them = Thou didst settle them, i. e. 
cause them to take up a permanent abode. 

§ 5.—To settle means also to change from a disturbed or 
troubled state to one of tranquillity, repose, or security. We find 
bra in this sense in the gloss Is. 51, 18: Plb bTO/J there is 
no one to settle her (in her troubled state) e . no one who settles 
her disturbed mind, quiets (stills, calms, eases, soothes) her. The 
semasiological development is the same as in our verb to allay 
which means primarily to cause to lie . (3 renders: ovk fy 6 
irapaKaXSiv ae , C l nb rfb, & H-Jaic? 3 non est 

qui sustentet earn, i. e. who sustains, comforts, relieves her, who 
makes her bear up under her affliction; contrast 3 sustentavit 
eos, he supported, nourished them, in Gen. 47,17 (see §6). The 
renderings irapaicaKeoa (Ex. 15,13; Is. 40,11) to comfort and 
avriXafifidvco to take, care of German sich Jemandes annehmen 
(2 Chr. 28, lo) 18 as well as J 1L (^ 31, 4) are based on Is. 51, 
18, while the renderings SiaTpeffxo, enutrio [yfr 31, 4) or eVrp«/>G>, 
educo (yfr 23, 2) and (Is. 40,11) are based on Gen. 47, 17. 

§ 6.—The phrase Dnb2 Dbn3"'1 (® F i^eOpeyjrev, <3 L effpeyfrcv, 
3 sustentavit ! , & ^JoiZ) in Gen. 47, 17 does not mean he pro¬ 
vided 14 them with bread, but he appeased them with bread, 
appeased their hunger with bread; German: stillte ihren Hunger 
mit Brot. They were all clamoring for bread, and he stilled them. 
Ein Kind stillen means in German: to give suck to a child. A 
hungry infant is restless; when the child is satisfied, it keeps 
still. In this sense b“3 is a synonym of 71*13 to res/. The Ger¬ 
man phrase sein Durst war cjestillt is in Syriac: 

Prn£) and we can say in Syriac: ) )©oi — 
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(Rjaal srnba ‘inb ton rrre) he (appeased, satisfied) refreshed 
them with bread and water.™ 

§ 7.—We find buD as a synonym of HID in 2 Chr. 32, 22. 
Here Dbn?n means He gave them rest round about 

(0 teal Karerravaev airrois /cv/cXoOev, 3 et praestitit eis quietem per 
circuitum; ®, freely, "'1TT1 ■JSHfpb "pD^ITTKI; cf. below, § 16) 
but it would be unmethodical to suppose that DbSl5"' l l was a cor¬ 
ruption of nnb ro*1 . This gratuitous emendation, proposed by 
Bertheau in his commentary (1873) and endorsed by D. H. 
Mailer in ZK 1 (1884) 358, has been adopted in Kautzsch’s 
Beilagen , in Oettli’s, Benzinger’s, and Kittel’s commentaries, ag 
well as in Siegfried-Stade, Brown-Driver-Briggs, and Gesenius- 
Buhl, while Oort ( Emendationes ) reads DHTl instead of Dbran. 
But Keil (1870) was certainly right in pointing out that it was 
most improbable that the common phrase DHb HI D"*l should have 
been corrupted to Dbnn; the same argument was adduced in 
Delitzsch’s Prolegomena , p. 19, n. 1. For the meaning of the 
phrase He gave them rest round about see my remarks on H£"by 
"'Sbn?"’ lYinra By waters of comfort He rests me (lit. By waters 
of tranquillity He causes me to lie down) yjr 23, 2 in vol. 21 of 
this Journal, p. 141, n. 21. 

§ 8.—In his inaugural dissertation Die Pluriliteralbildungen 
in den semitischen Sprachen (Halle, 1873) p. 22 Martin Hart¬ 
mann called attention to the fact that bra was identical with 
Arab. nAhila to drink , and that Heb. b’bfiD had the same 
meaning as Arab. JlJjuo m&nhal abreuvoir, watering-place (syn. 

mAurid). This comparison was suggested nearly 200 years 
ago (1724) by Albert Schultens in his Origines Hebrcece , but 
Gesenius rightly remarked (1840) in his Thesaurus that the 
meanings to drink and watering-place were secondary. Delitzsch 
seems to think that there is no connection between Arab. Jljj 
nAhila and Heb. bnD = Assyr. na’&lu, 18 but Schultens’combina¬ 
tion of bnD and Jljj n&hila is quite correct: Heb. bra is con¬ 
nected with both Assyr. na’&lu and Arab. n&hila. The 
primary meaning of JlJjuo m&nhal is resting-place; caravans 
halt at places where water is found, so that stopping-places 
(German Haltestellen) and watering-places (German Wasser- 
stellen ) are practically identical. But the primitive meaning of 
bnD is to rest. The two German phrases den Durst Idschen (to 
quench or to slake the thirst) and den Durst stilleti (lit. to still, 
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i. e. to appease, to assuage the thirst) have practically the same 
meaning, but etymologically they are quite different. To go out 
between the acts to see a friend may mean in this country to take 
a(n alcoholic) drink, but this is not an etymological definition. 
Arab. m&nhal means primarily a place of rest on a journey, 

a stage or station; and then icatering-place, abrenvoir , where the 
animals may be watered. Arab. Anhala to water (the 

camels) means originally to suffer (them) to rest, to breathe 
(them). Heb. TTH, impf. HT"^ to feel relieved means originally 
to breathe (Germ, verschnaufen, aufathmen). The words H*P 
breath, s})irit and H.V") (or rather P.T"i) relief are differentiations 
of the same root. 17 In modern Arabic the verb n&hila 

means to be tired , exhausted; but the primitive meaning is to be 
restive, i. e. disposed to rest; in need of rest. We use restive in 
the sense of recalcitrant , but this meaning is secondary, just as 
the meaning to drink in the case of hH3. 18 In German the verb 
ausspannen is often used in the sense to take a rest (Ich muss 
einmal ein paar Tage ausspannen ); but the primitive meaning 
is to unharness 10 or unhitch (the horses); then to stop, to halt . 
In the same way KardXvpa, lodging-place, innf means originally 
unhitching-place. Our bait may mean a halt in the course of a 
journey, but the original meaning of bait is to cause to bite, to 
feed the horses, &c. So Arab. J-jj! Anhala means originally to 
halt , then to water (the animals) while our bait means originally to 
feed, then to halt. Arab. mah&lle station means originally, 
just as KaraXvpa , a place where the animals are unharnessed, 
while Arab. J^uc m&nzil denotes a place where the traveler dis¬ 
mounts. 24 Also Aram. to halt , lodge, stay , dwell means 

originally to untie, unhitch , unharness. 

$9.—The Hithpael -CKb'V nbnmx Gen. 33, 14 means lit. 
I shall allow myself to halt according to my ease, i. e. I will pro¬ 
ceed leisurely with frequent halts and stops; not hurriedly, but by 
easy stages. A verb which means to rest may easily mean to pro¬ 
ceed leisurely and even to lag behind. Our to lounge means not 
only to recline at ease, but also to move in a leisurely way, to 
walk leisurely, to stroll. & )j|©, ® JT32 "QPK K3S*1, 

31 I blj, 3 (, 1 ego sequar paulatim vestigia ejus, 

just as AV, I will lead on softly, are free translations, also (8 eya> 
Be evuT'xfxTca (?’. e. I shall gather strength) 22 ev ry 68<J) Kara axoXyv 
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and t ; tfha*C : ua-ndhna-sa ba-kdma 

nekel nahduSr. 

§ 10.—For ''tpSfcb we must read *'E&<bb; see Crit. Notes on 
Kings (SBOT) p. 167, *1. 37. Heb. "*t3^bb has the same meaning 
as Arab. mdlilan or J^c 'dla mdhlin, and 

ndhila and Jljjo mdhala may be secondary differentiations of 
the same stem; Jljjo mdhala means to proceed slowly and ZeZ- 
surely ^ &u£lJb aJUx !j! aJLx. £ J^c) also to lag behind, 
to straggle , to be too slow; Jj&Lo mdhala means he took his time; 
but the primitive meaning to rest is preserved in JLjjo mahdl 
pause , recreation . In Syriac this stem mdhala appears as 
Vii^ (bna) with b instead of m; n means to rest , become 

quiet. Cf. also Arab. bdhlan = mdhlan and JljjI 

dbhala = rPSH Est. 3, 8 !j! iL^J! JljJI J^jU). The 

stem hdmala may be a transposition of J^e mdha la; cf. 

ZDMG 58, 631, n. *. It is not impossible that the Assyrian 
ma’dlu, fern, ma’dltu, couch , bed 2i is derived from this stem 
brrj; the ideogram for rna’dlu bed is the same as for na’dlu to 
lie down. If we assume that bn:, brra, bna are derived from 
a biconsonantal root 25 bn to rest , we could explain Assyr. alu 
(i. e. perhaps alu) city , Heb. bnS tent, and Arab. Jjef ahl 
inhabitants , people (cf. J| al family , kinsfolk) as derivatives of 
the same root; Heb. bnx would then mean primarily resting - 
place , and Assyr. alu: settlement. 

§ 11.—It is not probable that J^o m ah a la is a denominative 
verb derived from a noun Jcjjjc mahhal for J^uo mdnhal; 26 for 
the assimilation of the n we may compare Arab, mirrabihi, 
millailin, &c. for au^ JoJ In Syriac, n is, as a rule, 


not assimilated to a following A. 28 

In the Talmud the place bbnD (cf. below, §17) Jud. 1, 30 is 
identified with blbiTJ. 29 We find interchange of initial n and m 
in nauraj threshing-sledge , which is used in Southern 

Arabia for mauraj, Heb. jfflES; also in nis' north 

wind for ^jo mis', t : mas', and in Heb. HCD instead 


of Assyr. masti to forget; in the last two cases the n instead of m 
is due to partial assimilation. 30 Fleischer, in vol. 3, p. 716 b of 
Levy’s dictionary, explained the Talmudic RbifTO sifter as a 
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derivative of a denominative verb b!T!2 to sift , derived from 
anbma sieve, which stands for manhtiltft, manxiilt&, Arab. 
JdSuo mtinxul sieve, from a stem n&xala; but there is no 
word SbirPJ sifter; tfbirTS means circumciser, and the alleged 
plural ^b'lrrC sifters , in the passage cited by Levy, is merely a 
masculine plural of KfiblJTi sieve, just as we find in Syriac: 
as plural of fov* . 

§ 12.—Nflldeke (ZDMG 40 , 728) combined the stem b*~D with 
“the Talmudic preposition "‘bPlD^btf”; but there is no such 
preposition. We find ^»TD he is, ^JTD she is, *nr3 they are; and 
-brn to me, ^b!T3 to thee, FrbiTD to him, -jb»T3 to us, 5|pPb.T3 to 
them. 31 It is evident that the b in these forms is the preposition 
b, and not the third stem-consonant of a stem bflD. This impos¬ 
sible combination of bHD and "biTD to me &c. figured in the 12 th 
(1895) and 13 th (1899) editions of Gesenius’ Handwdrterbuch ; 
but in the 14 th (1905) edition it has been rightly abandoned. 
Delitzsch’s explanation of bllD was mentioned in the 12 th edition; 
but the 13 th and the 14 th editions contain no reference to it, 
although the combination of bHD and Assyr. na’&lu is un¬ 
doubtedly correct. 

§ 13.—In Gesenius’ Thesaurus the stem bre was combined, 
not with n&hila, but with HpJ3 and bH3. This explanation 
was retained in the third edition (1876) of First’s Handwdrter¬ 
buch, edited by Ryssel, and in the ninth edition (1883) of 
Gesenius’ Handwdrterbuch, edited by Mtthlau and Volck. It 
was omitted in the tenth (1886) edition, but Delitzsch’s correct 
combination of bH3 with Assyr. na’&lu was rejected; so, too, in 
the eleventh (1890) edition. 

§ 14.—The same meaning which we have established for the 
Hithpael "tD^bb PlbriDH^ "jXI in Gen. 33 , 14, must be assumed 
for is. 40 , ii: bnr mb?, which means He will breathe the milch- 
ewes, i. e. He will give them breathings, suffer them to rest and 
recover breath (c/. TS33"* Ex. 23 , 12; 31 , 17) at proper intervals, 
He will not overdrive them (Dp£T ab, Gen. 33 , 13). 82 

§ 15.—In 2 Chr. 28 , 15 bflD is synonymous with 
(Luke 10,34; 19,35; Acts 23,24): D"HErQ means 

they (seated, i. e.) set them on asses (J, correctly, imposuerunt 
eos jumentis) . To set = to cause to rest on a seat. To seat 
means not only to cause to sit down; it means also to rest or lie 
down. Spenser (1596) says in his Fairy Queen, VI, ix, 4: The 
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folds where sheep at night do seat. We should be justified also 
in translating D^Ero DbnD*'1: they made them comfortable with 
asses; but it is not necessary to regard the preposition as the 
2 instrumenti ( cf . Is. 66,20; Jer. 17,25; 22,1; 1 Chr. 12,40). 
Heb. C1C2 bra means imponere, inferre, subicere in eqnum. We 
find in Latin: sedere in equo , vehi in equo , ire in equis; in Greek: 
iv iinrois, iv 6pov<p, iv rip 6pet, iv arifiaai /ceipevoi (Xen. Andb. V, 
9, 4). In Old English the preposition in was often used instead 
of on; we frequently find in AV in the mountain instead of on 
the mountain. In Hebrew we can say "H by or -ra, nto*.: by 
or !TW23 (1 S 19, 15); 351 by 3 'jTI (2 Chr. 35, 24) or 3'3in 
(2 K 10,16; Gen. 41, 43). D. H. Mailer’s objection that, 
if briD meant to set , we should expect D’HEn by Dlbnn, is not 
valid. Delitzsch’s former translation (fleb. Lang. p. 6) and they 
put them on asses is much better than the rendering given in his 
Prolegomena, p. 20: sie versorgten sie mit Eseln. 93 The b in 
the following b"J3l!D bsb is not the preposition, but the emphatic 
b 3i which is occasionally written plene, e. g. Ruth 2, 13; IS 14, 
30; 20,9; Ex. 8,22; cf. JBL 24,30 and if 1ft uqsimu, 
Coran 75, 1 &c. (Wright-de Goeje 2, 305, C). 

§ 16.—In Is. 49,10, Dbnr Dra TBE bn, the stem bra has 
the same meaning as in yfr 23, 2, viz. He will cause them to rest 
by springs of water , C "pjntZP Dra TOJ bjl; cf. ® ■primal 
= i» Dbnn in § 7 and QL -‘Drra -1 = "DS'Q-r 23, 2; 
for the original meaning of STO see above, § 8, end. 

§ 17.—In Is. 7 ,19 D'bbran bsm means and in all halting- 
places, especially watering-places , but not pastures. <B /cal ek 
wdaav payaSa, 3 et in universis forarninibus , probably read 
D-bbra (D-'bbn? or D^bbra) holes , with H; cf. bra s/iq/if Job 
28, 4 and nibTO Is. 2,19, Arab. maxial perforated, full 

of holes; but i# D*bbra, with H, is warranted by C " , rn blDHl 

anrutznn* * 

§ 18.—In all the passages of OT, where the stem bra occurs, 
the Piel means to seat , to settle, i. e. (1) to cause to sit or rest or 
lie down; —(2) to ease, quiet , still, calm; —(3) to appease , sat - 
ts/y;—(4) to give rest or peace ;—while the reflexive stem means 
to give oneself rest, to rest oneself, or to proceed leisurely. It is 
not necessary to assume two different stems; bra corresponds 
both to Arabic nfthila and mfthala, 8 * but these two 
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stems as well as the Assyr. stem na’&lu are ultimately identical. 
There is no verb hfE to lead in Hebrew, only a stem bPD. to rest. 

In German the Piel bPID may be translated ausruhen lassen 
in Is. 49 , 10; 40 , 11; ^ 23 , 2; 2 Chr. 28 , 15;— Ruhe finden 
lassen: Ex. 15 , 13; yfr 31 , 4; 2 Chr. 32 , 22;— beruhigen: Is. 51 , 
IS;— befriedigen , den Hunger stillen: Gen. 47 , 17 ; —the Hith- 
pael in Gen. 33,14: sick ausrukn;■ —and the derivative b’bPJD: 
Ruheplatz, Rastort. 


Index of Passages. 


(1) Gen. 33,14: § 9. 

(2) 47,17: §6. 

(3) Ex. 15,13: § 4. 

(4) Is. 40,11: §14. 

(5) 49,10: § 16. 

( 11 ) 


(6) Is. 51,18: §5. 

(7) Ps. 23, 2: § 7, end. 

(8) 31, 4: §3. 

(9) 2 Chr. 28,15: § 15. 

(10) 32, 22: § 7. 

Is. 7,19: § 17. 


Notes. 

(1) Presented at the meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, 
New York, Dec. 28, 1905. 

(2) In Lotz’s Tiglathpileser (Leipzig, 1880) p. 123; The Hebrew Lan¬ 
guage (London, 1883) p. 6; cf. his Prolegomena (Leipzig, 1886) pp. 17-20. 

(3) For the abbreviations see vol. 21 of this Journal, p. 138, n. 3; cf. 
ZDMG 58, 618, n. *. 

(4) In the Presbyterian Review (New York) vol. 6 (April, 1885) pp. 

319-328. The first three pages of this article, entitled Hebrew Lexicogra¬ 
phy and Assyriology , are devoted to a discussion of the eleven passages 
in which the stem bPID occurs in OT. Professor Wilson thought that 
2 Chr. 32,22; Gen. 47,17; \j/ 23,2 favored the meaning rest; while in 
Ex. 15, 13; Is. 49,10; \p 31, 4; Gen. 33, 4 the parallelism and the Versions 
favored the rendering to lead; and in 2 Chr. 28, 15; Is. 40,11; 51, 18 the 
verb might mean either to rest or to lead; in the same way b’brij might 
be either synonymous with "Q TE or with . 

(5) In E. Kuhn’s Literatur-Blatt filr orientalische Philologie , vol. 1 
(Leipzig, 1884) p. 195; Zeitschrift filr KeiIschriftforschung, vol. 1 (Leip¬ 
zig, 1884) p. 358; ZDMG 40 (1886) 728. 

(6) Recessive accent; cf. my remarks on 1 S 2, 1 in ZDMG 58,622. 

(7) For the meaning of this phrase see n. 19 to my paper on i/r 23 in 
this Journal, vol. 21, p. 141. 

(8) See my paper Moses ’ Song of Triumph in vol. 20 of this Journal, 
p. 156. 

(9) That is, a stick used as a weapon; a club or cudgel. The verb 
XS2 m C means in Assyrian: to strike ’ = £ Hflm : zab&ta, with partial 
assimilation of the initial s to the following b; see Crit. Notes on Ezra- 
Neh. (SBOT) p. 37, 1. 2; p. 63, 1. 29; Kings, p. 251, 1. 21. Cf. also “"^T 
time for yCZ = Assyr. sim&nu (JHUC, No. 163, p. 89 a ). 
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(10) See Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 151,1. 31. Also in the pas¬ 
sage Ezek. 40, 2, cited by D. H. Muller, ZK 1,358, we must read: 

ran -n by, not bX; see Toy (SBOT) and Kraetzschmar ad loc. 

(11) See vol. 20 of this Journal, p. 163. 

(12) Brown-Driver-Briggs: Thou didst lead (or bring) them. 

(13) © uses avTtXaftovTo both for and ibnrV 

(14) Dillmann, Kautzsch, Holzinger, Gunkel: versorgte; so, too r 
Delitzsch, Prolegomena, p. 19, below; cf . Noldeke, ZDMG 40, 728. AV r 
he fed them with bread, in the margin: Heb. led them. 

(15) We also find ^ (riTZt"' fi*) his anger teas appeased; 

cf- •'H-m Tram 1 w ill appease my fury, Ezek. 5,13; 16, 42; 21, 22; 
see also 24,13. 

(16) Praetorius, LOP 1, 195, below, did not defend the identity of 

Heb. bTO and Arab. n&hila; he deemed it not impossible that 

bn: represented a combination of ndhha to come (to), arrwe, and 
the preposition b or bfc< • 

(17) I believe we should point instead of iftl H!*H Gen. 32,17 and 

Est. 4,14: On the other hand, I doubt whether we have a form 

r : 

nrrp in Ex. 8,11; Lam. 3,56. In Lam. 3,56 we must transpose the 

▼ t : 

two hemistichs (cf. vol. 21 of this Journal, p. 146, n. 60) thus reading: 


rarze ‘bp Tirrrb t.’H DbyrrbK 

l l 1 I l’ I 

fE "'HJVrb is a gloss to TH-nb which represents a form rauhe 

(from a noun nn*T) we should expect "TllTP; cf. TiHr.^); but instead 

t t : * r : • i •• r : • 

of fE ■'nneb we must read, following (5 cis ttjv PorjOtiav pov (v. 57): 
*r“ T )d' , b; contrast Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 170, n. *. In Ex. 8 , 11 

• T 

we should probably read n"V>n = Arab. ir&he, a form like 

r r : - / * 

nr.:n release (of prisoners; cf. Matt. 27, 15) Est. 2, 18; TOSH deliver - 

T T -• TT“ 

ance Est. 4,14. Arab. raufih evening means originally time of 

rest, cessation of work (JdL&J! ) German Feierabend , in spite of 

the well-known DVH TTpb Gen. 3, 8. AV renders here in the cool of 
the day, adding in the margin: Heb. wind (3 ad auram post meridiem , 
*<r r & but it is possible that the original form was JTpb 
DVn; cf. SI n m 2b (not n:*2b; see Merx, Chrestomathia Tar- 


gumica , 1888, pp. 63. 237). <5r has simply to SciXivov, & qiaI p.\ 

* : rtCh : fen& sark towards evening. The phrase niS^lD "1^ 

CVil Cant. 2, 17 (4,6) refers to the breeze of the morning; cf. my remarks 
JBL 21,63, n. 12; AJSL 18, 200, viii. The pointing n*pb niay repre¬ 
sent a subsequent adaptation just as the pointing HT-b£ instead of 
rW-b2 (see vol. 21 of this Journal, p. 142) or the German Friedhof 

t t: 

which is now supposed to mean a place where the departed rest in peace,, 
while the original meaning is a fenced yard ( eingefriedigter Hof). 
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(18) Arab, arftha to drive (domestic) animals into a fold (or 
inclosure) means originally to afford rest. Also anftxa to cause 

(a camel) to kneel means originally to came to rest = Heb. ITCH and 
Assyr. unlx; (jUCJL £bf anftxa bil-makftni means to abide in a 

place; cf. Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 174, 1. 27. Socin’s combina- 
. tion of HID with ^ is impossible; Assyr. nfixu shows that the H of 
Heb. 7?lw is a Cf. also nauxe halt . 


(19) Cf. our phrase to die in harness , German in den Sielen sterben. 

(20) For the identity of inn and the preposition in as well as for the 

connection of tVQ with 2, and 22 > see Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) 

p. 210,1. 12. 

(21) Contrast our phrase to set doum one's staff = to stop and rest at 
an inn, &c. 

(22) renders bfT3 by Karairaxw in 2 Chr. 32, 22;— ivKrxyu Oen. 33, 


14; — rrapaKakiu) Ex. 15,13; Is. 40, 11; 51,18; —dvTiXapftdvopuu 2 Chr. 28, 16; 
— iKTp€<f>o) Gen. 47, 17; \p 23, 2;—8i aTp€<fxa ip 31, 4;—aya> is. 49 , io;—bins 
Is. 7, 19 is rendered paycw. The rendering Karairawo (§ 7) is correct; ivur- 
Xwo (§9) is a free translation; the inaccurate renderings wapaKoXccu and 
dvTL\ap./3dvofjuu as well as iKTp€<f> a> and 8tarpc^to are explained at the end 
of § 5. The rendering dyw in Is. 49, 10 is due to a confusion: a£« should 
be the equivalent of and irapaKaXiaa should be the rendering of 

bnr a 8 in 40,11; 51,18; Ex. 15,13. The rendering payas Is. 7, 19 pre¬ 
supposes a different reading, bbfi3 > with n, instead of bbH3 • 

31 renders in 2 Chr. 32,22: praestare quietem; —2 Chr. 28,15: im- 
ponere; —Gen. 47,17; Is. 51,18: sustentare; —Ex. 15,13; Is. 40,11: 
portare; —Is. 49, 10: potare ;— \p 23,2: educare; — \p 31,4: enutrire ;— 
Gen. 33,14: sequi vestigia. 3 potabit Is. 49, 10 may be a subsequent 
modification of portabit; cf. stella maris for stilla maris = D'H'S (see 
vol. 20 of this Journal, p. 152, n. *) also 3 obligationes \p 124, 5 for 
obliquationes — fH fYlbpbpJ* &c. See also the remarks on DTP! H*P)b> 
tYT-bs &c. above, at the end of n. 17. 


In S> we find (= © 7rapa*aAc'a>) Is. 51, 18; \p 31, 4 (5 H Ex. 15, 13); 
— (=© iKTp€<j}(o) Gen. 47, 17; Is. 40, 11 (cf. ® -pT Gen. 47, 17; 

^31,4);—^ Gen. 33,14;—^? Ex. 15,13; ^23,2 (cf ® "Q1 Gen. 
33,14; Is. 40, 11; ^ 23,2; 2 Chr. 28,15 );—(= 3 portare Ex. 15, 13; 
Is. 40, 11) Is. 49, 10. The two passages 2 Chr. 28, 15; 32, 22 are 
omitted in 5». 

(23) See my remarks in ZA 2 (1887) 268, n. 2. 

(24) See Beitrdge zur Assyriologie , vol. 1, p. 171. Delitzsch, HW 
406 b reads maialu, adding that the m can hardly be explained as a 
preformative. The Sutean (yvjj Ez. 23,23) word namallu bed may 
be derived from the same stem biTC = bH3 (namallu for namftlu, 
namahlu, namhalu). 
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(25) The biconsonantal root b5 to hold {cf. bibi to support, sustain , 
lit. hold up) appears e. g. in the triconsonantal stems ^bi to detain, lit. 
to hold; fc$b3 prison, lit. hold (Acts 4,3) where a prisoner is held;* — 
bride (Assyr. kall&tu) denotes a girl who is held, i. e. pledged, engaged* 
affianced;**— HlbD coop, a cage in which a bird may be kept; ^bS dog; 
cf . the German name for a dog, Packan, i. e. hold fast; the final 2 may 
have been originally the preposition 2;—"'bS vessel (which holds some¬ 
thing); rrbn kidney may mean capsulated, enclosed in a capsule, 
referring to the capsule of the kidneys as well as to the fat in which the 
kidneys are imbedded {cf. Lev. 3,4. 10. 15);— nbD (*• c. *lb5) to be com¬ 
pleted, lit. to hold on, to stop, come to an end;— b"*bD whole, lit. complete; 
bb (for kull) all, lit. whole, complete;— D^bDil to put to shame, lit. to 
make him catch it {cf. German betroffen, lit. caught in the act, surprised* 
confounded); —blDK to eat, lit. to take (Acts 27,33 wpoo-Aa/x/Javw) or par¬ 
take {fieTa\afj.fidv<s ));— bb^ to be able (Aram. bPD> Eth. kehla) lit. to be 
capable, have the capacity {cf. *b5 and our phrases it is not in him, he 
has in him); f— bDD to be crafty, artful, lit. to take in, catch, entrap, 
outwit by superior craft, skill, art; cf. our term catch-match; — bSTZJ to 
understand, lit. to catch on, to take it in, grasp or seize mentally, appre¬ 
hend;— Assyr. b jT\ to trust, lit. to hold on, to take to;—Arab. jx* 
sakila to be complicated, ambiguous may mean originally to be catchy * 
captious (Germ, verfdnglich) while JXi to vocalize a text means 
originally to disentangle, i. e. to remove the ambiguity; cf. the privative 
DHD to comfort, which means originally to cause to stop sighing; see 
my paper cited below, in n. 32. The t in kAtala to bind, imprison 
(j**A 2 *) may be secondary, so that Jocf may be combined with tfbD 
(J to heap up = Jutf).— Arab. kdla’a to watch, to guard (jj*^) 
means originally to try to catch {cf. our archaic phrase to lie on the 
catch); to be completed )| means originally, like fibs, to hold 

on, to stop; to be tired means to be used up, played out. Con¬ 
sequently a biconsonantal root bS may appear e. g. as blDblD ? bbD , b*lD > 

b-D, b«a, bro, bro;— bsa, br, bDD, bss, bsn;—abs, -bs, nbD> 

2bD, DbS;—bnD &c. & c. An infixed H may appear as 1 or t3; cf. 
Grit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 239, 1. 3. For infixed n see vol. 1 of 
this Journal, p. 178, n. 4; Beitrdge zur Assyriologie, vol. 1, p. 166. Cf. 
also Gesenius-Kautzsch 27 , § 30, g. 

*Heb. D^bD means originally a brace , i. e. couple , pair , lit. things braced , i. e. firmly 
held together. 

**Our word bride is connected with bride = bridle and means originally restrained , i. e. 
pledged , betrothed; cf. the French phrase brider quelqu'un par un contrat. A connection of 
the Germanic brddi - with the Latin epithet of Aphrodite, Frutis , is improbable. French 
6ru, daughter-in-law, is a Germanic loanword. 

t Cf. Ethiopic enb6ja I cannot, lit. it is not in me (Dillm. Gr.*, p. 337). 

t Cf. Assyr. kalft, constr. kal totality, all. For Heb. bb Assyrian uses either the 
feminine form kullat or kal, constr. of kalfi, from a stem tertice infi mice. 
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(26) Cf. my remarks in Beitrdge zur Assyriologie, vol. 1, p. 172 b and 
Addenda on p. 325; also my paper on Denominative Verbs in JHUC, 
No. 114, p. 109. 

(27) See Wright-deGoeje, vol. 1, p. 15, below. 

(28) See Nttldeke, Syr. Gr. 2 (1898) § 28; Brockelmann, Syr. Gr 2 
(1905) § 57. 

(29) Buhl is inclined to identify this name with JjJjuo Ma'ltll, W 
of Nazareth; see, however, Moore’s commentary on Judges (1895) p. 50, 
below. 

(30) Cf. Assyr. xAnsu fifth for xAmsu, sansu sun for samsu, 
Ac. (see Beitr. z. Assyr. vol. 1, p. 3, and Delitzsch, § 49) and above, 
n. 9. For Assyr. m&su = Heb. see Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) 
p. 263,1. 49. 

(31) Levias, Gh'ammar of the Aramaic Idiom contained in the 
Babylonian Talmud (Cincinnati, 1900) § 124 (see this Journal, vol. 13, 
p. 58) thinks that the prefixed “j in !)J"P3 Ac. is a contraction of "773 = 
•nro, 'lnb, while nbn*3 is supposed (§ 177) to have originated from 
nbrrb > a compound of the preposition b and the affixed “demonstrative 
of determinate distance, nbn Cf. also ibid. § 96. For the dissimilar 

r 

tion of the initial l in nbrrb we might compare the dissimilation of the 
final n in Syr. nittil for nittin, nintin, originally lintin (see 
Beitr. z. Assyr. vol. 1, p. 17,1. 19) also Aram, -pip tico for “"OH* origi¬ 
nally thinamb cf. Brockelmann, Syr. Gr 2 §76 and Crit. Notes on 
Kings (SBOT) p. 270, 1. 34 and n. *. It seems to me, however, that 
Levias’ explanation is untenable. 

(32) Cf. my translation of Is. 40 in Drugulin’s Marksteine (Leip¬ 
zig, 1902). 

(33) NOldeke seems to be inclined to endorse this translation; 2 Chr. 
32,22 (ZDMG 40, 728; cf. above, §7) is apparently a mistake for 
2 Chr. 28, 15. 

(34) Cf. Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 288,1. 36 and vol. 20 of this 
Journal, p. 172, n. 60. 

(35) In Johannis Buxtorfii Lexicon Hebraicum et Chaldaicum 
(Basileae, 1710) p. 170, below, D^blbn^H b527 is rendered et in omni¬ 
bus laudatis arboribus (Ibn Ezra: in domibus vel locis laudatis) as 
though bbn3 were the part. Niph. of bb»"7 • 

(36) For b*)TV2 dreggish (Is. 1,22) from bfTfi to settle , to subside :, 
see note 11 to my paper on the etymology of moh6l circumciser in the 
July (1906) number of this Journal. 
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GLOSSEN ZU O. A. TOFFTEEN’S “GEOGRAPHICAL 
LIST TO R. F. HARPER’S ASSYRIAN AND 
BABYLONIAN LETTERS, VOLS. I-VIII.” 

Von Maximilian Streck, 

Strassburg im Elsass. 

Im I. Hefte des vorigen Jahrganges (Vol. XXI) dieser Zeit- 
schrift wurden gleichzeitig zwei Speziallexika zu Harper’s monu- 
mentalem und ausserordentlich zuverlftssigem Brief-Corpus 
publizirt; Godbey lieferte eine Liste der vorkommenden Berufs- 
und Beamten-Namen, Toffteen eine solche der geographischen. 1 
Da ich gleichfalls einige Monate vor dem Erscheinen des betreff- 
enden Heftes dieser Zeitschrift die Harper’schen Briefe nach 
verschiedenen Gesichtspunkten durchgearbeitet und auch die von 
God bey und Toff teen ausgezogenen Wortkategorieen excerpirt 
hatte, so kam mir die Arbeit beider sehr erwtlnscht, insofem als 
sie mir ein Nachprdfen meiner Excerpte ermOglichte. Godbey’s 
Liste habe ich bisher nicht eingehender mit dem von mir zusam- 
men getragenem Material verglichen; im Allgemeinen hat sie auf 
mich aber einen zuverlassigen Eindruck gemacht. Dagegen 
konnte ich bei T. eine ziemlich erhebliche Anzahl von Missver- 
standnissen und Ungenauigkeiten konstatiren. Namentlich lasst 
T. fast durchgangig in seiner Transskription vOllig im Unklaren 
dartlber, ob ein Name auf dem Original vollstandig lesbar ist oder 
ob etwas bezw. wie viel von dem WortkOrper erst durch mehr oder 
weniger wahrscheinliche Erganzungen gewonnen wurde. 

Wenn ich nun hier das gesammte Ergebnis meiner ziemlich 
eingehenden, aber durchaus nicht erschflpfenden Nachprflfung 2 
der T.’schen Liste alien Bentltzern derselben unterbreite, so 
geschieht dies lediglich im Interesse der Sache. Da die kost- 
spielige H.’sche Ausgabe sich nur im Privatbesitze eines geringen 
Bruchteiles von Assyriologen befinden dtlrfte, dieselbe tlberdies 

i Godbey's Liste auf pp. 6.V82: jene Toffteen’s pp. 83-99. Ich kbrze im Folgenden den 
Namen Toffteen immer durch T. ab; H. = Harper. 

2 Die nur durch wenige Belegstellen vertretenen Namen habe ich zum grOssten Teile 
nachgeprttft, dagegen nicht jene Artikel. die wie Elamtu, Arrap^a, Arbailu, Uruk, ASSur, 
Babilu, Barsip, Kalhu, Khsu, Niuft (Ninua), Sippar, Pukudu und mftt tAmtim mit einer 
grossen Zahl von Zitaten verselien sind. Bei dieseu bekannten Namen sind Lesefehler 
ohnedies weniger zu erwartcn. 

207 


Digitized by LjOOQLC 



208 


Hebbaica 


nur in wenigen staatlichen Bibliotheken vorhanden ist, so werden 
wohl manche Fachmanner fiber in den Briefen vorkommende 
geographische Namen T.’s Register zn Rate ziehen. Ausserdem 
glaube ich den alten Historikem und Geographen, die nur aus 
zweiter Hand schOpfen konnen, durch meine “Glossen” einen 
Dienst zu erweisen. 

T. hat die einzelnen Namen nach dem westsemitischen Alpha¬ 
bet angeordnet; dabei sind ihm allerdings auch verschiedene 
Versehen untergelaufen, die bewirken kOnnen, dass man einen an 
falscher Stelle gebuchten Namen vermisst. 3 In meinen Bemer- 
kungen zu den einzelnen Namen habe ich, aus Utilitatsgrflnden, 
durchwegs die von T. beobachtete Reihenfolge adoptirt. 

^A.BA.AI: (211) K 662, Rv. 2 liest T. amAl Ab-ai; der Text bietet 
jedoch: m - ara b AB-ai = m Teb^tai, einen in der Sargonidenepoche 
beliebten Personennamen. Unter dem gleichen Namen bringt T. 
ferner ein mAt Ab-b[u-.]: (642) K 12046, Obv. 5; der Text bietet: 
al AT.§E[. .], also: a l At-? ! 

al A. BA. A LI: (424) Sm. 760, Obv. 13. Der Text bietet: ma-a alu 
a-na ali a-di al Tu-ru-us-pa-a (Obv. 14) ul-lu-a-te sa-ad-ra d. h. 
“(von) Stadt zu Stadt, bis nach T uru sp& hin, sind Garnisonen(?) 4 
aufgestellt.” Recht fraglich erscheint es mir auch, ob in (413) Bu 
91, 5-9, 12 Rv. 11 mit T. almftt Ab-ili gelesen werden darf; das von 
T. al8 Determinativ mftt aufgefasste Zeichen KUR dtirfte vielmehr 
der erste Bestandteil des Ortsnamens sein; die Lesung des Zeichens 
AN (ili) ist nach H. fraglich. 

al A.DI.I[N.NU].: (500) K 1303, Obv. 4. Die Ergftnzung des Namens 
zu A-di-i[n-nu] nicht sicher, aber iinmerhin ziemlich wahrscheinlich. 
Eine im Bezirke von Nordsyrien liegende Ortschaft dieses Namens 
erwfthnt Salmanassar II.; vgl. dessen Monolith 11,48: al A-di-en-nu; 
dieselbe kennt auch Tiglathpileser III. als al A-ti-in-ni: Annal. 130. 5 
aI AK.TA.LA: (685) 81, 2-4, 96, Rv. 5. Vor ak-ta-la bietet H. noch 
einen schrfigen Keil; sollte letzterer ungenau ftir A§ stehen, mithin 

3So steht z. B. mAt NA.RI.f.] zwischen al BA.0AR.RI und mAt BAR.0AL.ZA, 
Arbailu hinter Arrapfca, Madaktu zwischen Ebir-n&ri und Adia, amA ^ MAR^i hinter 
Amurril, u. s. w. Zu tadeln ist auch die gelegentliche Inkonsequenz in der Umschrift; so 
wird z. B. in der einen Stello (763) 81, 2-4, 126 das zweite Zeichen £U, im Gegensatz zu den 
hbrigen Stellen, durcli gu umschrieben; auch sonst gibt T. besagtes Zeichen bald durch ^u, 
bald durch gu wieder. Ungleich bedenklicher erscheint aber noch die Ofters zu konstati- 
rende Thatsache, dass eine und dieselbe Belegstelle zweimal, das eine Mai richtig, das 
andere Mai unrichtig gelesen, auftaucht. 

* Dem ul-lu-a-te wird man mit van Gelderen, Beiir. z. Assyr., IV, 540etwa eine Bedeutung 
wie “Garnison” vindiziren dttrfen. Man vgl. das von der gleichen Wurzel (nbfc$ 4 ) abzulei- 
tende SOlutu = “Besatzung, Garnison”; zu letzterem s. Delitzsch, HW '., 66 und Assyr. 
LesestA, 154; ferner Muss-Arnolt, Diet., p. 1050. 

5 Sachau combinirte in ZA., XII, 47 mit Atinni (die Salmanassar-Stelle war ihm ent- 
gangen) das al-Ja'kflbfs; heute: Tell-Lotmln; siche dazu: M. Hartmann in 

Zeitseh. d. Deutach. PaUUt. Fer., XXII, 145. 
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die Stadt Assur (A§) gemeint sein? Auf alle Ffille ist ak-tala kein 
Ortsname, sondern ein Stamm I, 2 von bezw. nb5 • 
’.LI.E.A.BU: (520) K 680, Obv. 12. A.0U gehOrt kaum mehr 
zum Eigennamen; Obv. 12 wird so zu umschreiben sein: u mAt ’-li-e 
a-bu-ul-lu-ti s& nAr Tak-ka-l d. h. “das Land ’A(i, u)l6 jenseits des 
Flusses Takka-?”® 

ameiElam [NUM.MAJ.ai: (140) K 518, Obv. 14. Die Klammer ist zu 
streichen; die Ideogrammgruppe ist vollkommen erhalten. 
amel Mar ki : (137) K 467, Obv. 12. Es fehlen die Stellen Obv. 10 und 
14, wo mAt Mar ki steht. Warum ist Mar hier und nicht unter lit- 
tera M eingereiht? Etwa wegen des vorausgehenden Amurru bezw. 
MAR.TU? 

mAt A.RA.BU: (539) K 17, Obv. 18. Der Text bietet mAt A-ra-ww; s. v. 

A.RA.MU bringt dann T. dieselbe Stelle gleichfalls und richtig. 7 
mAt A.RA.PI: (202) K 83, Obv. 13. Dieselbe Stelle erscheint, kurz 
vorher, richtig gelesen, als 8ad A.RA.LIM (bezw. SI)! 8 Das von T. 
unter dem vermeintlichen A.RA.PI gebuchte al Ar-pa-ai (547) K 587, 
Rv. 10 muss demnach separat gestellt werden. 
al A§.§A: (530) 80, 7-19, 40 Obv. 8. Kaum so zu fassen; viel wahr- 
scheinlicher zu lesen: al Assur (A§) sa etc. 
mAt I.TA.AI: T. bietet nur 2 Stellen, wo dieser Volksname das Deter* 
minativ amSlu besitzt; eine vollstfindige Sammlung aller Stellen 
(inclus. der 2 von T. gebuchten) bringt Godbey, a. a. O., p. 10. Diese 
Zersplitterung ist nicht zu rechtfertigen; die Belegstellen ftir ltai 
(Itu’ai, Utu’ai) gehOren in erster Linie in das geographische Ver- 
zeichnis und nicht in jenes der Beamten- u. Berufsnamen. Die 
Itu’ai sind wahrscheinlich von Hause aus ein babylonischer, bezw. 
assyrischer Aramfierstamm. Dieselben scheinen sich mit besonderer 
Vorliebe dem SOldnerhandwerk gewidmet und sich im assyrischen 
Staate im Laufe der Zeit zu einer Art kriegerischer Kaste oder zu 
einem Praetorianertum aufgeschwungen haben. So wiirde es sich 
am einfachsten erklfiren, dass der Stammname Itu’ai in den assyr¬ 
ischen Beamtenlisten als Bezeichnung ftir eine bestimmte mili- 
tftrische Charge figtirirt. 9 In den Briefen hingegen lassen sich die 
Stellen, wo Itu’ai noch seinen urspriinglichen Sinn und jene, wo es 
die spfttere appellativische Bedeutung besitzt, kaum reinlich aus- 
scheiden. 

6 Die Transskription: mA ^ ’a-li-e-a-^u ul-lu-d etc. gfiebt keinen befriedigenden Sinn. 
Man kOnnte ja versucht sein, so zu umschreiben, weil mir ja eine Ortschaft Alilju ander- 
wftrts zu belegen ist, nftmlich II R 53,10c; 13d = Johns Nr. 953 (K 1449): a * A-li-^u und Johns 
Nr. 173 (K 353) Rv. 12: al A-li-bi. 

7 Hierher gehOren dann nathrlich auch die Stellen, die Godbey, a. a. O., p. 80 a. v. 
amfil ARAMU bringt; ob amA l a-ra-mi-Su (542) K 114, Obv. 8 irgendwie mit dem Namen der 
AramAer zusammenhAngt, erscheint mir sehr fraglich. 

8 Vielleicht A-ra-§i zu lesen und AraSi eine Nebenform mit prosthetischem Vokal zu 
RA5i(u), dem Namen des bekanuten babylon. = elamit. Grenzlandes? FQr Ahnliche Doppel- 
formen vgl. Z.4., XIV, 139, Anm. 1. 

9 Auch in den assyrischen Kontracten wird ltai, Itu’ai gelegentlich in diosem Sinne 
verstanden werden miissen. Man vgl. dazu Johns, A&tyr. Deeds and Docum II, 172. 
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al BAb-f5.I£I: (89) K 515, Obv. 9; Rv. 4,12. Am nAchsten liegt es doch, 
BAb-bit-ki zu lesen; dass KI hier nicht ideogrammatisch, sondern 
rein phonetisch zu fassen ist, zeigt die weitere, von T. zitirte Stelle 
(542) K 114, Obv. 13 al BAb-bit-ka (T. ungenau: ga). BAb-bit^i lag 
allem Anscheine nach in Nordbabylonien. Ein Bitku apparu d. h. 
“Bitku, das (bezw. im) Sumpfgebiet” verzeichnet die von Peiser in 
ZA ., IV, 369 edirte mythologische Weltkarte ganz im Silden Baby- 
loniens. 10 Bitfcu bedeutet, gleichwie butu^tu, zunAchst Durchbruch, 
tJberflutung, dann aber auch wohl, wie Meissner, Suppl. 26 annimmt, 
“ Wasserrinne, Kanal.” 11 T. bringt als weitere Belegstelle ftir diesen 
Namen (144) K 194, Rv. 4: -^i-ai. H. bietet aber mAt Bit(?)- 

ki(sic!)-f (kaum zu A zu ergAnzen; ftir A-A = ai ist zu wenig 
Raum). Dieselbe Stelle erscheint nun aber auch bei T. auf S. 90 
als mftt Bit-Ki-[. ]! Schliesslich registrirt T. unter BAb-£.£I noch 
(328) K 638 (sic!) Obv. 10, 12, 13, wo er ein amfll fi-ki finden will. In 
Wirklichkeit steht aber dort amel KAL(DAN)-KI d. h. wohl irgend 
ein, seiner Lesung nach noch nicht genauer festzustellender Berufs- 
name. 12 

amei BE.ZU: (839) 83,1-18, 21, Rv. 9. Hier liegt dem ganzen Zusammen- 
hange nach sicher kein Volks, sonders ein Berufsname vor; derselbe 
piuss daher der Liste Godbey’s — wo er fehlt — zugewiesen werden. 
Ftir am61 BE.ZU vgl. man noch Brtinnow, Nr. 1543. 
a l BfiL-E. Es fehlt die Stelle (767) 83, 1-18, 75 Obv. 16: «i Be-li-e (so 
wohl nach den Spuren zu ergAnzen). 
al BA.0AR.RI: (552) K. 640, Rv. 6. Ein Lautwert bar ist ftir das 
Zeichen KAR bisher m. W. nicht belegt; daher ist zu lesen al Ba- 
bar(gAr)-ri. 

alamel BfiL.UTRI: (444) K 645, Obv. 13. Sicher kein Ortsname; es 
ist zu tibersetzen: “die Stadt des bAl-Ut(d, t)-ri. ,> bAl-Ud-ri wird 
irgend ein Berufs- oder Wurde-name sein; es findet sich auch arael 
UD-ru, nisA UD-ru-u-ti, amfil sAbA UD-ru-ti; siehe die Belege bei 
Godbey, a. o. O., p. 80. Die Lesung des ersten Zeichens steht noch 
nicht fest, also statt UD auch TtJ, TAM etc. mOglich. 
mftt BAR.MA: (448) K 826, Obv. 9. 
matBAR.StJ.NU: (448) K 826, Obv. 6. 

Es ist an beiden Stellen von einem Lande Bar (oder Mas zu lesen) 
die Rede. Das ma hinter Bar in Obv. 9 ist die hervorhebende 
Partikel, die in den assyrischen historischen Inschriften, besonders 
denen der Alteren KOnige, nicht selten Ortsnamen — am hAufigsten 
findet sich a iAssur-ma— angehAngt wird. Was BAR.SU-NU an- 
langt, so ist die betreffende Zeile zu lesen: in dem Lande Bar sind 
sie (stlnu).” Dieses Land Bar oder Mas muss hftchst wahrscheinlich 

1° Man vgl. Hommel, Grundrisx d. Geogr. u. Gesch. d. alt. Orients, 1.253,347 u. dazu Anm. 1. 
I'DieWurzel bataku bedeutet “durcbschneiden, abschneideu, abtrennen die Weiter- 
entwicklung der Grundbedeutung zu “Wasserrinne” hfttte ihre Parallele an palgu Obfi) 
= “Kanal” von “spalten, teilen.” 

12 Ein $angu §a Bit-e-ki kommt in K 16 (s. Bezold, Catal., p. 4) vor. Ist E-KI hier = 
Babilu? Zur Schreibung E-KI vgl. man Hommel’s Grundriss , 306. 
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von dem arabischen Mas unterschieden werden; denn die im gleichen 
Briefe (K 826) erwfthnte Landschaft Musasir weist ffir Bar (Mas) auf 
eineGegend im Norden, bezw. Nordosten oder Nordwesten Assyriens. 

BlT^AM.IA.TA.': (564) K 937, Obv. 7. 1st kein Ortsname! Die 
betreffende Zeile lautet: “in das Haus des Amjata’, eines Dieners 
des Kdnigs, meines Herrn, sind sie eingetreten.” 

mAt BlT.KI[.] siehe oben unter **BAb-E-lJJ! 

B1T.KIR.KI: (437) K 168, Obv. 18. Obv. 18 ist so zu transskribiren: 
blt-jim-ki btt-sa-la-me-e ni-pi-e-se. 18 bit-rimki =“ Haus der Ausgies- 
sung” und bit-salamG = “Haus eines bestimmten Opfers” (salamtt 
= Db'jj ?). Bit-rimki und Blt-salam6 sind ursprunglich wahrschein- 
lich Namen von gewissen Tempeln oder wenigstens von speziellen 
Teilen bezw. Zimmem einer grOsseren Tempelanlage; sekundftr 
wurden sie dann als Titel von Gebetsserien gebraucht d. h. wohl als 
Bezeichnung ftir jene Gebete und Hymnen, die in den betreffenden 
Heiligtiiinem rezitirt wurden. Ein Sttick der Serie Blt-salam© 
bildet z. B. King, Babylonian Magic and Sorcery , Nr. 48 (K 8116), 
p. 112. u t)ber die Serie Bit-rimki vgl. man Bezold bei Lehmann, 
Samas8umuktn y II, 77 und besonders King, Magic , pp. 14-16; [vgl. 
jetzt auch Morgenstem in Mitt. der. vorderas. Ges., X, 129, 143J. 

BlT.SA.LA.ME.E.NI (437) K 168, Obv. 18; s. die Bemerkung zu 
BlT.KIR.KI. Das NI ist abzutrennen; es gehflrt zum folgenden 
ni-pi-e-se = “ Zauberei.” 

al BA.IT.TI: (326) K 1249 Rv. 3. Kein Ortsname! Rv. 3/4 ist zu 
umsclireiben: m - ilu Za-mA-m&-er-6a it-ti (4) m - ilu §amas-sum-ukin 
ki-i u-sa-a etc. 

al amfli GAL. DA. A I. LI: (573) K 1003, Obv. 9; 13. Auch dieser Orts¬ 
name ist zu streichen; AL ist nicht Determinativ, sondern ist von 
baz&nu abhftngig; Obv. 9 lautet: amAl ha-za-nu sa ali am61 r&b-da-ai-li. 
In Obv. 13 steht vor amAl rab-daili ein Zeichen, das seinen Spuren 
nach wahrscheinlich zu A, aber keineswegs zu ALU ergAnzt werden 
darf. am61 da-ai-lu bezw. am61 rkb-da-ai-li ist ein haufig in den 
Briefen begegnender Berufsname; man vgl. die Stellen bei Godbey, 
a. a. O., p. 77. 

al GU.MU.UM-NU: (616) K 1164, Obv. 4; a * Gu-mu-um-ni: l.c. Rv. 2. 
Das dritte Zeichen ist in beiden Fallen nicht UM, sondern TA: also 
Gumutanu(i). 

mAfc GA.MIR. Siehe meine Bemerk. zu mAt KUR.IR.Bl.IT! 

al GAR.GA.MI§. T. bringt auch eine Stelle, (609) K 1140 Obv. 4, 
wo merkwiirdigerweise al §A.GAR.GA.MIS geschrieben steht. Auf 
dem Original steht thatsachlich so; denn auch Bezold (s. dessen 
Catalogue , p. 232) bietet die gleiche Lesung wie H. Diese sonderbare 
Schreibung beruht sicher nur auf einem Schreibfehler des assyri- 
schen dupsar’s, der SA(GAR) aus Versehen doppelt schrieb. 

13 Die richtige Uraschrift bietet schon Lehmann, SamaMumukln , Teil II, 76. 

14 Salamft und die gleichbedeutendo Spielform Salammu = “ein bestiramtes Opfer” 

fehlen in Delitzsch’s HandwOrterb.; ein paar Belege gibt Muss-Arnolt, Diction 1044a, «. v. 

Salammu (K 168 und die Stellen in King’s Magic sind Qberseheu). 
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mftt GU.RA.NAM.MU. Die aus der Briefliteratur fftr diesen aramft- 
ischen Stammnamen zu schOpfenden Stellen geben keine Handhabe 
dafiir, ob die Lesung Guranammu oder Gurasimmu zu wfihlen ist. 
Dass letztere die einzig richtige ist, zeigt Brit. Mus. 83, 1-18,53 (vgl. 
Bezold, Catalogue , p. 1859), wo die Schreibung amAl Gu-ra-se (oder 
sum)-mu begegnet. (76) K 555, Obv. 9 erg&nzt T. jedenfalls mit 
Unrecht zu amAl Gu-ra-[nam-ma-ai]; nach H.’s Ausgabe kann hinter 
RA nur ein Zeichen A bezw. auch A-A oder ein ahnlich grosses 
gestauden haben. Falls die Ergfinzung zu amAl Gu-ra-[ai] das 
Richtige treffen sollte, kflnnte dieser Name mit dem Stammnamen 
urael Gur-ra-ai combinirt werden. 15 

mAt D A. K1N. NI: (641) K 9389, Obv. 5. Dieser Name ist am rationellsten 
Da-du-ni, zu lesen; der Lautwert gin (kin) fhr DU ist verhfiltniss- 
mftssig recht selten. 16 

al DU.UM.MU.KU. Die Stelle (849) K 580, Rv. 6 gehOrt nicht hierher. 
Dort steht nicht al Du-um-ma-ak-ka, wie T. bietet, sondem al Du- 
um-sak-ka(’). 

al Dt^RU : (505) 81, 2-4, 95, Obv. 8. Dieser Name ist zu streichen; der 
Text bietet al Dhr- m §arru-uk-ku; die Stelle gehOrt mithin unter die 
Belege ffir Dtlr-Sarrukin (findet sich auch da bei T). 
al XV Dt)R.A.NI: (147) K 1170, Rv. 11. Dieser Ortsname ist schwer- 
lich richtig. Das ina ali bezieht sich in diesem Briefe, wie mir 
spheint, auf Vorhergehendes: 50 am61 . . . ina ali = 50 am61 . . . (Name 
abgebrochen) [sindj in der Stadt; 15 Festungen etc. 

DtR sa m MU.§E.ZIB: (685) 81, 2-4, 96, Rv. 1. An dieser Stelle liegt 
kaum ein Ortsname vor; ich mOchte tibersetzen: “Die Burg des 
MusGzib etc.” 

DtiR sa al Mfip l -.TUR.NA: (158) K 530, Obv. 16. Hier ist Ddru 
falschlich zum Ortsnamen gezogen; die Stelle lautet: die Festung 
der (Stadt) Met urn a. 

al DCfR.SA.ME.DI: (615) K 1153, Obv. 3; Rv. 2. Lesung ganz un- 
sicher! H. bemerkt in einer Note z. St. ausdrticklich: “these char¬ 
acters are so badly broken as to be almost illegible.” 
al (J.A.ZA.E. T. stellt mit Unrecht neben al tJ.A.ZA.E ein eigenes 
al tJ.E.Zl; beide sind identisch; die ihnen zugewiesenen Stellen sind 
daher unter erne Rubrik anzuordnen. (198) K 5464 Obv. 29 ist nur 
mehr 61 tJ-a(f) zu erkennen, was notirt werden musste. 
mAt ZI.KI.TI. A: (515) K. 621, Obv. 15. Da in dem gleichen Briefe 
(Obv. 6) mftt Zi-ki-ra-ai vorkommt, so liegt es nahe, zu vermuten, dass 
hier ein und derselbe Landesname vorliegt und die jetzt vorhandene, 
sich auf das dritte Zeichen (TI, RA) beschr&nkende Diskrepanz nur 
auf einem Schreibfehler basirt. Zu dessen Heilung gflbe es zwei 
Wege. Entweder steht RA irrtumlich ftir TA oder TI irrttimlich 

i-^Zu Gurai vgl. die zwei Stellen, die T. s. v. am ^ ^UR.RA.AI bringt. 

i fi Darf K 12955 = Johns. Deeds, Nr. 1093, Zl. 4 : Da-du-na-7 verglichen werden? Zu 

DA.KlN.NI stellt T. auch am Gl Da-i-ka-ni-e (K48) K 508, Obv. 4; Rv. 2; ob wir es hier mit 
einem Stamm- oder Berufs-Nameu zu thun haben, dies lasst sich vorderhand nicht eruiren. 
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ftir RI d. h. in dem einen Falle ware der Name als Zikitia (Zikitai), 
im anderen als Zikirai anzusetzen. 

nftr ZA.N[A.N]I: (583) K 1094, Obv. 5. Im Texte ist nur ZA vollstandig 
erhalten; dahinter Spuren von Zeichen, deren Ergfinzung ziemlich 
aussichtslos erscheint, schwerlich NA.NI, eher nftr ZA.B[A] = Zftb. 
al 0A.AI.DA.NU. Ob mit 0aidanu auch al 0a-da-[a]-a-an (395) Bu 
91, 5-9, 136 Rv. 1 zusammengestellt werden darf, erscheint mir recht 
fraglich. Das von T. hinter DA ergfinzte A ist sehr unsicher! 
mftt 0AL.MAT. Al: (94) K 1147+1947, Rv. 3. Vielleicht besser 0al- 
lat-ai zu lesen und dann mit dem Namen des aramaischen Stammes 
am61 0a-la-tu (Sanherib-Prisma V, 36) zu combiniren. 17 
mAt 0AL.KU.TE: (245) K 513, Obv. 5; Rv. 9. Dieser Ortsname ist zu 
streichen. An beiden Stellen ist zu lesen nis6 p 1 * mati bal-ku-te d.h. 
die davongelaufenen Einwohner, die fltichtigen Landesbewohner; 
Obv. 11 steht bal-ku. 18 

al 0AL.SI. An keiner der von T. zitirten Stellen steht Hal-si,sondern 
tiberall 0al-su. Nachzutragen ist (197) K 181, Rv. 5: al 0al-su. 
^BA.MA.KA.NA.AI: (468!) Rm 217, Rv. 9. Das dritte Zeichen ist 
nicht KA, sondern RA, also 0a-ma-ra-na-ai. Es handelt sich um 
eine Ortschaft jenes aramaischen Stammes, der im Sanherib-Prisma 
I, 45 als amftl 0a-am-ra-nu erscheint. 19 Dass wir es thatsachlich mit 
einem aramaischen Volksstamme zu thun haben, beweist der voraus- 
gehende Volksname ara61 Li-bu-u-a-ta-ai = amel Lu-bu-u-a-tu in Tig- 
lathpilesePs III. Platteninschr., II, 4 und Thontafelinschr., Obv. 5. 
al 0I.l5.RI: (763) 81, 2-4, 126, Rv.(!) 2. Harper setzt zu RI ein Frage- 
zeichen! 20 

nftr 0AR.RU.SlK.RA. Die Ansetzung eines Kanals dieses Namens 
ist unnOtig; an den zwei zitirten Stellen ist zu lesen: nar bar-ru sik-ra 
(von sakaru = “abdfimmen, verstopfen”); die beiden Belege sind 
demnach dem vorausgehenden Artikel nftr 0AR-RI zuzuschieben. 
Es erscheint mir tibrigens sehr unwahrscheinlich, dass an alien diesen 
Stellen, wo bloss uftr bar-ri(ru) steht, tiberhaupt ein nomen proprium 
vorliegt. Ich glaube, man wird tiberall mit einem Appellativum 
auskommen; barru bedeutet Graben und dann, mit dem Determi- 
nativ ntiru versehen, speziell “Kanal.” Ftir barru =■ n&ru beachte 
besonders Strassm., Dar. f 503, 1. Wenn ein bestimmter Kanal mit 

i^Ftir diese Lesung spricht m. E. auch der Umstand, dass unmittelbar vorher Ru- 
l^a-ha-ai erwfthnt wird. Dies dttrfte mit ama l Ri-&i-l)u bei Sanherib I, 41 identisch sein. 
Siehe dazu unten meiue Bemerk. zu am ^ RI.JI.GU.AI. 

i#Zu balku = Flttchtling vgl. man Meissner, Suppl.,38. Zu den dortigen Stellen ftlge 
noch: KK 2852 + 9662, col. i, 19 = Winckler, Forschung ., II, 80: Ijal-lfu munnabtu, ferner Bu 
88, 5-12, 5 Rv. 19; 27 = Peiser, Mitt. d. Vord. asiat. Ges ., VI, 145: ba-al-ku( !)-tim (bezw. turn). 

i»Der Name begegnet noch in Tiglathpileser’s III. Platteninschr., 11,4 und Thonta¬ 
felinschr., Obv. 5, geschrieben a ^ ga-mar-a-ni, in Sargon’s Annalen 304: ga-mar-a-na-ai. 

Eine Stadt a * ga-am-ra-nu Sanherib IV, 59; Chronik B, 114. Der Name dttrfte sich in 
dem Babylonien und Assyrien scheidenden Gebirgszuge des gamrin (gamr&n) konservirt 
haben. 

-w Eine aramftische Ortschaft Babylonian’s, Namens a * gi-u-ru, wird in Sargon’s Annal. 
275 erw&hnt. Dieser Umstand kOnnte fttr die Richtigkeit von RI in gi-u-ri sprechen 
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nAr barru bezeichnet werden soil, so wird noch ein nftherer Zusatz 
hinzugeMgt; so z. B. nAr bar-ri Pi-ku-du = Hilpr. Artax . Nr. 9, 37, 
38, 96 u. Ofter; *** ba-ar-ri ba-si: Kudurru I. des Melisibu, col. i, 24 
oder bar-ra sa Zabunu, bar-ra sa JJazuzu: Strassm., Cyr., 130. 
al 0AR.TE[.]. Das unter diesem Stichworte gebuchte nAr bi-ri-te 
(621) K 1208, Obv. 4; 7 ist aus der Reihe der Eigennamen zu elimi- 
niren. JJiritu ist Appellativum in der Bedeutung “Graben, Kanal 
(im letzteren Sinne mit Determin. nAr versehen).” 
mAt IA.A.NU (792) 83,1-81,52 Rv. 8. Kein Landesname! Rv. 8 lautet: 
ii sarru bAli-a i-du ki-i kiskir(r)u 21 ina mAti ia-a-nu d. h. “und der 
KOnig, mein Herr wisse, dass Unter halt (Vorrat) im Lande nicht 
vorhanden ist/ > 

mAt KAB.BU: (301) K 84, Obv. 21. Gleichfalls zu streichen! Die be- 
treffende Zeile lautet: ina pAni-ia u ina pAn raAtAte gab-bu d. h. vor 
mir und vor alien LAndern (oder “vor aller Welt”)* 
al KAK.ZA. Unter den Stellen, die T. gibt, figurirt auch (346) Bu 89, 
4-26, 9 Obv. 3 mit der Schreibung al Kak-sim. ThatsAchlich bietet 
H. das Zeichen NAM(SIM). Dasselbe dilrfte aber kaum rich tig 
sein. Entweder liegt bei H. ein Druckfehler vor oder, wenn wirklich 
auf dem Original so steht, ist der Fehler dem assyrischen dupsar 
in die Schuhe zu schieben. (NAM)SIM wohl in ZI zu emendiren. 
Bei* der grossen Ahnlichkeit beider Zeichen hat die Verwechslung 
nichts Auffallendes an sich. 

mAfc KAL.DU.DI: (798) K 1023, Obv. 6. Der Name ist Lab-du-di zu 
lesen, was T. schon aus (537) K 8535, Obv. 5, wo mAt La-ba-du-da-ai 
geschrieben wird, hAtte ersehen kOnnen. Letzter Stelle bringt T. 
unter dem Buchstaben L. 22 

mAt KAL.NU: (326) K 1249, Obv. 3. Dieser Landesname ist wieder zu 
streichen. Obv. 3 lautet tu-ub libbi bi h tu-ub sAri sa sarri kis -sat 
dan-nu bAli-iA d. h. “Freude des Herzens und Wohlbefinden des 
Leibes des mAchtigen KOnigs des Wei tails, meines Herm.” Ahn- 
lich (328) K 638, Obv. 6: ana sarri kis-sat bAli-iA. 
al KU.BAT[.]: (101) K 561, Obv. 18. Der Text bietet a iKu-?; die 
ErgAnzung zu BAT sehr unsicher. 

al KU.L A.NI. A. Zu diesem Artikel setzt T. auch (129) K 5458,Obv. 6, 
wo er al Ku-lu-nis liest. Dieses Kulunis musste als besonderer 
Artikel aufgenommen werden; eine IdentitAt mit Kulania kann 
schon aus formellen Grtinden nicht leicht in ErwAgung gezogen 
werden. Uberdies halte ich es, Mr das rationellste, das dritte 
Zeichen (MAN) nicht mit seinem selteneren Lautwerte NlS, sondem 
mit dem gewOhnlichen MAN zu umschreiben. Kuluman, wie ich 
lesen mOchte, ist in Medien oder wenigstens an dessen Grenze zu 
suchen; siehe dazu: ZA ., XV, 366. Zu den dort gegebenen Belegen 
t wAre noch Smith, 343, 8 (vgl. Bezold, Catal .): al Ku-lu-man-ai und 

21 Geschrieben PAT-JJI-A. FGr die Lesung ki8kir(r)u vgl. man Peiser’s Babylon. Ver- 
trdge , p. 242. 

22 Die richtige Lesung des Namens hat Delitzsch schon lftngst, auf Grund von II R 58, 
15a, festgestellt. Sie dessen T Vo lag das Parodies t p. 239. 
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Rm 185, Rv. 4 = Johns, Deeds , Nr. 525: a" 0 * 1 Ku-lu-man hinzuzuftlgen. 
Sollten die am61 Ku-lum-ma-ai: II R 69 mit den Ku-lu-man-ai iden- 
tisch sein? 

“At KA.AI.MA.NI: (863) K 1196, Obv. 6. Zu streichen! Obv. 6 ist zu 
lesen: as-pu-ra a-mat ka-ai-ma-ni. 

al KAR. ilu AN IM: (326) K 1249, Rv. 2. Das hinter ilu stehende Zeiohen 
ist UGUR; mithin der Name Kftr- ilu Nergal zu lesen. Eine gleich- 
namige und mOglicher Weise identische Stadt wird III R 66, Obv. 
lid und K 8398, Obv. 2 = Johns, Deeds , Nr. 469 erwahnt. 
mAt KUR.KI. Die Ansetzung dieses Namens erscheint mir nach dem 
Befunde der angeftthrten (2) Stellen noch recht bedenklich. K 1915, 
Obv. 8 bietet H.’s Text: mat(7) GUR(KUR) ki-?; ki wird kaum 
mit GUR zu verbinden sein; die zweite Stelle (726) 80, 7-19, 24, wo 
? “At Kur a ki e steht, ist mir bezhglich ihrer Lesung noch nicht 
ganz klar. 

“AtRUR.IR.BI.IT: (197) K 181, Rv. 10. Diese Lesung halte ich 
nicht ftir richtig. In dem gleichen Briefe ist (Obv. 9) vom Lande 
Ga-mir die Rede. Dessen Name steckt m. E. auch in Rv. 10. Ich 
glaube, man wird KUR als ein Ideogramm ftir gamftru erklAren 
dtirfen und IR als phonetisches Komplement, also m&t Gamir ir . 
KUR ist bisher allerdings als Ideogramm ftir gamftru nicht belegt, 
hingegen als solches ftir napbaru = “ Gesammtheit, Summa” (so 
zahllose Mai in den Kontrakttafeln); da nun die Wurzel pab&ru der 
Bedeutung nach sich gamAru sehr nfthert, so wird man vermuten 
dtirfen, dass auch ftir letzteren Stamm gelegentlich das Zeichen 
KUR verwandt wurde. Es ware dann Rv. 10 zu lesen: ma-a “At 
Gamir ir bi-it il-lik-u-ni etc. 

aiKAS.PAR.PAR.EME: (262) K 607, Obv. 9. Ware genauer zu 
umschreiben: al KA§.BAR(MA§).BAR.EME-? hinter EME folgt 
eine schraffirte Stelle, dann noch ein senkrechter Keil und zuletzt: 
ku-nu. Ein Ortsname liegt jedenfalls vor. Ob EME noch zum 
Ortsnamen zu ziehen ist, erscheint mir zweifelhaft. 
mft t LA.BA.DU.DA. Al. S. meine Bemerkung zu “At KAL.DU.DI. 
ihl LA.GU.DU ki : (516) 81, 7-27, 31, Obv. 11. Der Ortsname besteht 
nicht, was von vornherein wenig wahrscheinlich ist, lediglich aus 
dem Gottesnamen Lagudu, vielmehr bildet Lagudu den zweiten 
Bestandteil des Eigennamens, der eine Status-constructus = Kette 
darstellt. Das erste von Harper mit Fragezeichen versehene, vor ilu 
stehende Zeichen»mOchte ich in U§ verbessern, welches als Ideo¬ 
gramm ftir emGdu (Brtlnnow, Nr. 5032) bezeugt ist. Den Namen 
mOchte ich dann Nimid-Laguna lesen. Eine Stadt dieses Namens 
wird (474) 81, 2-27, 67, Obv. 4: al Ni-mit-La-gu-da und in den Sar- 
goninschriften Ofters erwahnt; man vgl. die Stellen in Delitzsch’s 
Parodies 231 und Winckler’s Sargori , Glossar, p. 240. 23 

23Niinit ist stat. constr. von nimittu, dem Femin. von nimedu, und bedeutet: “ Wohn- 
stfttte”; dieses Wort erscheint auch noch in anderen Ortsnamen als erster Bestandteil; so 
kennen wir einen Ort; al Ni-mit- ilu I§tar: (813) K 688, Obv. 8 und (814) 81, 7-27, 34, Obv. 5; 
ferner II R 53, 31a; ferner ein Ni-mit-ti*&arri k i in Babylonien: II R 52, 57a; eine Mauer in 
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nAr LI.IS.BE: (295) K 1139, Rv. 6. Dieser Kanal- oder Fluss-name ist 
zu streichen! Rv. 6 ist zu lesen nAra li-is-bat; vgl. Rv. 5: is-bat-tu-ti 
lil-li-k£m-ma. 

n&r MA: (378) 83,1-18, 11, Rv. 7. Auch dieser Name ist auszumerzen. 
Rv. 7 lautet ina nAri-ma; ma ist einfach die hervorhebende Partikel; 
vgl. dazu schon oben meine Bemerk. zu BAR.MA und BAR.StJ.NU. 
Das von T. unter dem gleichen Artikel gebrachte nAr MI (380) Rm 2, 
3 Obv. 8 darf wohl nftr Salmu bezw. nftru salmu d. h. “schwarzer 
Fluss” gelesen werden. 

MA.NA.KU ki : (516) 81, 7-27, 31, Obv. 12. Dass aus Obv. 12 ein der- 
artiger Ortsname zu entnehmen ist, erscheint mir recht fraglich; die 
ganze Zeile ist mir riicksichtlich ihrer Bedeutung noch unklar. 
mAt iiu NABU.BA.NU: (520) K 680, Obv. 7; 11. Das erste Zeichen ist 
wohl sicher nur AK und nicht, wie T. annimmt, eine Ligatur von 
AN und AK = Nabtl; beide Ahneln sich ja haufig sehr. Der Landes- 
name w T ird daher als Ak-ba-nu anzusetzen sein. Ein Landesname 
wie Nabtt-bAntt ware auch so auffallig und unwahrscheinlich, dass 
er sofort Bedenken erregen mtisste. 

alNU.Ua.BA.1A. Dieser Name wird durch zwei Stellen aus (307) 
K 1078 belegt. Obv. 2 best T. mAt al Nu-bu-ba-ia; das MAT gehdrt 
nicht zu Nububai; Obv. 2 ist also zu umschreiben: ardu sa amA isaknu 
(geschr. SA.KlN) al Nu-hu-ba-ai (sic! nicht i£). 
almAtNA.ILI: (731) 81, 7-27, 41, Rv. 5. Als rationellere Lesung 
empfiehlt sich ina pibAt ft i §ad(Kur, Lat, Nat)-na-an. 
al NI. K U R. An den 2 von T. zitirten Stellen—K 497, K 683— ist jeden- 
falls die aus den Annalen Tiglathpileser’s III. bekannte medische 
Stadt gemeint; siehe dazu meine Bemerkungen in ZA ., XV, 336. 
Dazu stellt T. auch (520) K 680, Rv.: am6l Ni-kur. Der Text bietet 
Ne(!)-kur. Es ist dies der Name eines jener zahlreichen aramAischen 
NomadenstAmme, die Mittel- und Siidbabyionien, sowie Elam durch- 
wanderten. Die Ne-kur werden auch in K 1550, Obv. 6, 13; Rv. 8 
erwAhnt. 2 * Ob mit diesen Nekur auch der Name Nikur zusammen- 
hAngt, das ist eine Frage, die mit unserem jetztigen Material nicht 
beantwortet werden kann. 

matNA.M[A.RU]: (667) 81, 7-27, 30, Obv. 17. Bei H. steht nur 
Na-ma[! . . .] 

al Nl.MIT.LA.GU.DA. Man vgl. dazu meine Bemerkung zu ilu LA. 
GU.DU k *. 

Babylon hiess Nimitti-H u BAl, eine solche in Nippur: Nimitti-Marduk. Eine auf elami- 
tischen Inschriften be#?e#rnende babylonische Stadt heisst gleichfalls: Nimittu-Mariak; 
man v«l. ZD MO., LV, 224. 

2*Edirt in Winckler’.s Keilschrifttejcte verschicdenen Inhalts. II, 30. Dieser Text ist 
ttberhaupt durch die in ihm vorkommenden Naraeu solcher NomadenstAmme interessant. 
Wir treffon da die oben besprochenen Gu-ra-sira-ma-ai (Obv. 16), ferner die aus Sanh., 
V, 32 bekannten amfi l La-kab-ru (Obv; 7,14), feruer die I-§i-an (Obv. 6), bezw. amA l 

Ja-di-an (Obv. 13) = amC, l Ja-a-a-di-an : (280) K 10, Obv. 14 und = amA l Ja-az-an : Sanh., V, 32. 
Ausserdem werden ein Stamm am ®l Gum-uru-()u (Obv. 6, 13), sowie die amA l gi-li-im-mu 
(Obv. 6), am ®l gi-li-im (Obv. 13, Rv. 8) erwAhnt. N’Aheres ttber die babylonischen AramAer- 
stAmme wird man in meinem in Bd. VI, Heft 1 (1906) der Beitrdge zur alien Geschichle 
erscheinenden Aufsatze: Ober die Alteste Geschichte der AramAer ” flnden. 
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m&t NAP.PI.0A.A.BI.NI: (802) 81,7-27,39, Obv. 6. Dass das von 
T. mit NAP umschriebene Zeichen nur eine Spielform von NAP 
sein soil, erscheint mir sehr zweifelhaft; eine solche lftsst sich, so 
viel ich sehe, nirgends belegen. Das betreffende Zeichen findet 
sich tiberhaupt in keiner unserer Zeichenlisten verzeichnet. Ich 
vermute, dass entvveder im Original ein Fehler vorliegt oder dass 
H.—bei der grossen Zuverlftssigkeit seiner Textausgabe allerdings 
weniger wahrscheinlich—falsch gelesen hat. Vielleicht dtirfen wir 
das erste Zeichen in AM emendiren und ist dieses mftt Am-pi-ba-a- 
bi-ni dann mit al Am-pi-ba-bi: K 4785, Zl. 26 = Winckler, Texte 
ver8chiedenen Inhalts, II, S. 50 identisch. 20 

NIPPUR*. Zu diesem Ortsnamen stellt T. auch ein Sad NI.PIR (311) 
K 630, Obv. 15. Die Lesung PIR ist unsicher; Harper bietet SAB 
[+?...] es kOnnte also SAB [. . .] auch nur der erste Bestandteil 
eines grOsseren Zeichens sein; auf alle Falle musste ein $ ad Ni- 
pir(?)-? als besonderer Artikel gebucht werden. Falls wirklich 
Nipir zu lesen sein sollte, dann kOnnte der sonst Ni-pur geschriebene 
Berg gemeint sein. 26 

mAt SA.PAR.[RAT?].TE: (87) K 466,. Obv. 9; Rv.13. Sicher sind nur 
die zwei ersten Zeichen SA.PAR; PAR ist im Obv. 9 auf Grund von 
Rv. 13 zu ergftnzen. 

mAt SU.GI.BU.TU: (174) K 619, Obv. 11. Das 1. Zeichen ist &UN 
(SlN), also §u(i)ngibutu. 

[ JSUK.KA.AI: (767) 83,1-18, 73, Obv. 8. Hier muss einmal unent- 
schieden bleiben, ob tiberhaupt ein geographischer Terminus vorliegt, 
und zum andem, ob vor SUK nicht mehr als ein Determinativ mftt, 
al, amftl zu ergftnzen ist. Ftir eventuelles Sukkai kOnnte die in 
den Sargontexten erwfthnte Ortschaft Sukkia zum Vergleiche heran- 
gezogen werden. 27 

al SIL.0A.AI: (635) K 1516, Rv. 6. Die Lesung Tar-ba-ai liegt m. E. 
nfther. Bei dieser Gelegenheit sei bemerkt, dass K 1516, Rv. 1 ff. 
eine beach tens werte Ergfinzung zu den Angaben des assyrischen 
Itinerars.K 4675 = Johns, Deeds , Nr. 1096 28 darstellt. 


25 Ampi^ftbini neben Ampi^Abi wftrde dann zn den yon mir in ZA., XIII, 63. Anm. 1; 
XTV, 124; XV, 366, Anm. 1 zusammengestellten Beispielen gehOren. Die Zahl der Beispiele 
liesse sich noch vermehren. Vgl. noch Anm. 39. 

2® Cber das Gebirge Nipur vgl. man meine Bemerkungen in ZA. y XIII, 96 ff.; XIV, 170 
(Nachtrag). Zu den dortigen Stellen fftge noch IR 7, E Zl. 6. Nipur lag vielleicht noch 
etwas westlicher, als ich in ZA. annahm, mehr gegen Kappadokien zu (ungef&hr in der 
Gegend von Melid = Melitene); mithin wftre in ihm ein AuslAufer des Taurus zu erblicken. 
Sayce geht noch weiter nach Westen; er sucht das Nipur-Gebirge in Cilicien; vgl. PSBA.^ 
1899, 203; ebenderselbe erklart in PSBA ., 1901, 104 Nipur geradezu als Taurus und combinirt 
damit das Nabur in der nOrdlichen Liste Ramses III. zu Medinet-Habu. Wieder anders 
urteilt Belck in Beitr. z. alten Oeogr. u. Oesch ., 57-70, der den Nipur Ostlich vom Tigris, in 
nicht zu grosser Entfernung von Niniveh lokalisiren will. Ich denke, auf diese und einige 
andere die Geographic Nordmesopotamiens und Armeniens berhhrende Fragen sp&ter an 
anderer Stelle einzugehen. 

27 Khors. 57: al Su-uk-ki-a; Cyl. 28: Suk-ki-a und Annal. 40: Su-uk-ka-ai. 

28 Behandelt von Peiser in Mitteil d. Vordercuiat. Oet., VI, 134 ff. 


Digitized by 


Google 



218 


Hebbaica 


m&t SA.NI.ZA. AT: (197) K 181, Obv. 27. 

Der Text bei H. uud ebenso auch in IV R 2 47, Nr. 3 bietet nicht 
Sa-ni-za-at, sondern SU.NI.JJA.AT. Oberdies steckt in Obv. 27 
gar kein Landesname; diese Zeile ist folgendermassen zu trans- 
skribiren: ma-a ti-ma-a mat-su ni-fya-at d. b. “und was ferner sein 
Land anlangt, so ist es ruhig” (es folgt: und was seine Grossen 
anlangt, so sind sie gestorben). 

^SA.SI.BA.NI: (52) K 80, Rv. 1. Das dritte Zeichen ist nicht 0A, 
sondern KA, also Sa-si-ka-ni. 20 

al SIPPAR. Das von T. zu Sippar gestellte al Si-pur (320) K 7473, 
Obv. 8 und (745) 82, 5-22,141 Rv. 6 darf nicht mit Sippar identifizirt 
werden; es ware als besonderer Artikel einzureihen gewesen. Zur 
Identifizirung dtirfte etwa der Name der medischen Stadt §i-bu-ur 
(Si-pur) in den Inschriften Tiglathpileser’s III., wahrscheinlich = 
Si-bar bei Sargon und vielleicht = Si-ba-ra-ai (in Gizilbunda) bei 
Samsiadad IV. (V.) herangezogen werden. 80 
nAr PU.RAT.TE. Zu diesem Artikel stellt T. auch (553) K 659, Rv. 7, 
wo nftr tJ-rat geschrieben steht. Er dhrfte damit Recht haben. Denn 
dieses C-rat mag doch wohl ohne Bedenken mit jenem Uruttu kom- 
binirt werden, das in zwei Syllabaren als Euphrat erklart wird. 31 
Vielleicht ist letztere Gleichung auch etwas ungenau und haftete 
die Bezeichnung Uruttu bezw. Urat nur an einem der Euphratarme. 
Sehr wohl raOglich erscheint es auch, wie Hommel a. a. O. annimmt, 
dass Uruttu nur eine lautliche Variante zu Purattu darstelle. 82 In 
diesem Zusammenhange kann dann ftiglich auch die Frage aufge- 
worfen werden, ob die spezifische assyrische Schreibung des Euphrat, 
A.RAT als eine ideographische aufgefasst werden muss, wie dies 
allgemein geschieht oder nicht vielmehr A.RAT eine weitere laut¬ 
liche Variante zu Urut(tu), Urat reflectirt und mithin phonetisch 
A-rat zu lesen ist. 83 In diesem Falle hfitten wir dann Arat (Urat, 
Uruttu) als eine dialektische, auf Assyrien beschrftnkte Benennung 
des Euphrat anzusehen. 84 

2?#A bietet wenigstens Harper’s Ausgabe. S. A. Smith, Assyrian Letters , II, pi. 2, 
hat NA. 

30 Vgl. zu den zitirten Namen meine Bernerkungen in ZA ., XV, 299 und 329. 

31 Fttr Uruttu vgl. man Delitzsch, Parodies , 170, und besonders Hommel's Grundriss der 
Geogr. u. Gesch. d. alt. Or. y 265 ff.; 2X0. 

32 Der Entwicklungsprozess wftre dann so zu denken: P wurde vielfach wie B und zwar 

als Spirans Bh (fttr das Vorkommen spirantisches Aussprache der i*n Assyrischen 

s. unten Anm. 42) gesprochen. Dieses Bh (oder w) ging dann durch Reduktion des Reibungsge* 
rftmsches zu y ftber, das dann mit dem sonantischen 0 zu einem Laute (u) verschmolz. Zum 
Obergang von b(p) in w, y (auch, allerdings selten, umgekehrt; vgl. z. B. Ungnad, ZA. % 
XVII, 357) vgl. man z. B. NOldeke, Mund&ische Gram ., 49; NOld., Syrische Gramm.. §27; 
Barth, Etymol. Studien. 29 ff.; Frftnkel, ^4ram. FremdxcOrt.. 122, 250 (auch pp. xviii u. xxii); 
Lidsbarski, ZA ., IX, 233 (im neuaram. Dialokte von fiari); D. H. Muller, ZDMG. % [VIII, 
75], Anm. 1 (im sudarab. Dialekte von Shauri). Der Obergang betrifft fast durchgfingig 
in- und auslautendes B(P); doch lAsst er sich auch far den Anlaut konstatiren; ein paar 
Beispiele bringt Barth, a. a. O., 30. 

33 Mir ist keine Stelle aus babylonischen Inschriften in der Euphrat A-RAT geschrieben 
wftre, bekannt. In den assyrischen Texten begegnet A-RAT besonders bei Tiglathpileser I., 
Asurnasirpal, Salmanassar II. und Tiglathpileser III. 

34 War gelegentlicher Obergang von b(p) in w, y(u) eine dem assyrischen Dialekte 
eigenthmliche, lautliche Erscheinung? Dagegen kOnnte der Name A-rat-ta, den eine mit 
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T. bringtr damr noch \mter nAr PU.HAT.TE eine weitere Variante 
des Namens: nAr Rat-ti (336) K 644, Rv. 7. Diese ist aber zu 
streichen! An der betreffenden Stelle steht nAr Pi-ti. 
nAr PAT.TI.^BfiL: (621) K 1208, Obv. 11. Der Text bietet ^ Pat- 
ti-AN.BI. Eine Belegstelle, durch welche BI( ) als IdeogTamm 
ftlr B6l bezeugt wird, ist mir nicht bekannt. Einstweilen darf dieser 
Kanalname nur Pat-ti-an-bi bezw. auch Pat-ti- ilu BI(KA§) um- 
schrieben werden; der erste Bestandteil ist jedenfalls pattu = 
“Kanal” (talmudisch: fc^ns), das ahnlich, wie barru, in ver- 
schiedenen Kanalnamen erscheint. 35 
al SU.PI.TE: (414) Rm 77, 32. Dazu stellt T., wahrseheinlich mit 
* Recht, auch a *Z(S)ip(b)-te: (95) K 1151, Rv. 5, 7. In Rm 77, 21 er¬ 
scheint nun auch ein Ort Sip-te, 36 der aber kaum mit Supite = 
Z(S)ipte etwas zu thun hat. Zu Sipte vgl. man noch al Si-pi-te: 81, 
2-4,159 = Johns, Deeds , Nr. 521, Obv. 4. Im tJbrigen wird der Name 
bald mit p, bald mit b geschrieben. Ich notire im folgenden alle 
mir bekannten Stellen: al Su-pi-te: 82,5-22,34 = Johns Nr. 447, Rv. 6 
(Var. bi!); 83, 1-18, 370 = Johns, Deeds, Nr. 51, Rv. 3; K 1572 = 
Johns, Deeds , Nr. 877, Zl. 6.— al Su-bi-ti: V R 7,114.— al Su-bu-ttir 
II R 53, 60b; 72b = Johns, Deeds, Nr. 951 (K 276).— ]Su-ba-te[ r 
K 1856 = Johns, Deeds, Nr. 278, Rv. 8.— a lSu-bat: II R 53, 41b. 87 
Supite ist jedenfalls mit bibl. Soba (fcQl£) identisch. 88 Darf auch 

T T 

das von T. als separater Artikel vor Supite angesetzte mftfc Si-ba-tu-nu 
(576) K 1009, Obv. 18 mit Supite kombinirt werden? Oder darf man 
an al §i-ba-te in der babylonischen Grenzlandschaft Sufei denkent 
Letzteres begegnet in Asurnasirpal’s Annal. col. iii, 32.*® 

Surripak in SGdbabylonien zusammenhAngende and demnach gleichfalls am Euphrat gele- 
gene Stadt trftgt, spree hen, falls auch in diesem Aratta der Name des Euphrat stecken sollte. 
Das ist aber noch recht unsicher. [Zu Aratta vgl. meine “assyriol. Miscell.” Nr. 11 in 
OLZ., 1906.] 

3* Man vgl. die Stellen in Delitzsch’s Handu&rterb., p. 555. 

88 Fehlt bei T. I 

3?Einige der hier gesammelten Stellen schon von Bezold, Catalogue , p. 2192, and in ZA. r 
XVI, 416 registrirt. Man vgl. auch Johns, Deeds, III, p. 495. 

M Delitzsch, Parodies , 279. Winckler, Forschung., I, 467, und KAT .3, 135.— Obergang 
von P in B lAsst sich im Assyrischen namentlich in WOrtern, die ein § enthalten, konstatiren; 
man vgl. dazu Jensen, ZA., XIV, 182 und KB., VI, i, 500 (u. 470). Zimmern, ZDMG., LVIII, 
459. Umgekehrt verwandeln Verba tertiae H dieses gern in fi: Beispiele bei Meissner, Alt - 
babylon . Privatrecht, 111; dieser Obergang ist auch beliebt, wenn eine Liquida im Stamme 
vorhanden; man vgl. Winckler, Forsch., Ill, 236. Der Wechsel von b und p ist besonders 
hAufig in den Texten der Hammurabi-Periode; man vgl. z. B. Daiches, Altbabyl. Rechts- 
urkund ., 4,41,672; Bezold, ZA., XVI, 416. Auch in den anderen semitischen Sprachen erfolgt 
der Obergang von P in B vielfach unter der Einwirkung benachbarter Zischlaute oder 
Liquidae, ebenso wird B als 3. Radikal gern in P verwandelt. Beispiele fttr diesen Laut- 
wechsel bei: Frftnkel, Aram. Fremdw., XIV, XXII, 21,37,139-40,169,186; Barth, Etymol. Stud., 
23 ff.; Barth, Wurzelunternuch., 51, Anm.; Lidsbarki, ZA., IX, 234 (Dialekt von Jiftri); 
G. Hoffmann, ZA., IX, 331; D. H. Mailer, WZKM., VII, 117: M3 far in den Inschrift* 
vonSengirli; Kampfraeyer, ZDPV., XV, 11, 17; Noldeke, Manddische Gram., 47. [Perles, 
OLZ., VIII, 181; Behrens. ZA., XIX, 396: Sab4tu = 8a pAtu. ] 

3«§ibatu-nu wtlrde sich dann zu $ibate bezw. §upite verhalten, wie die von mir in ZA., 
XIII, 63* U nd XIV, 124 aufgefilhrten Beispeile; die Zahl der letzteren kOnnte ich jetzt noch 
betrAchtlich vermehren; man vgl. z. B. nur (S. unten) Bit-NailAni neben Bit-Nailu und 
mOglicherweise (S. auchoben Anm. 25) Radiani neben RadA. 
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mftt ]£ A. AP.RI.BA.KI.I.U: (437) K 168, Obv. *15. Das 3. Zeichen ist 
nicht RI, sondern RU. In Obv. 15 liegt jedoch sicher gar.kein Orts- 
name vor; Lehmann umschrieb in seinem “Samassumukln,” II, 76 
die betreffende Zeile also: kal ip-sat ^a-ab-ru ba-ki-i-u. 
am61 KUR.RA. AI: (246) K 669, Obv. 5 steht al amel ^u(!)-da-ai! Die 
richtige Lesuug gibt T. s. v. KU-DA-AI. 
mftt RA.BI.TI: (659) Bu 89, 4-26, 17, Obv.6 liest T. Rab-bi-tum. 
An dieser Stelle liegt jedoch kein Landesname vor; denn der Text 
lautet: a-na m&ti rAb-BI-LUL(B) d. h. nachdem Lande des rftb-BI- 
LUL(B). In K 8390, Rv. 7 bleibt die Erg&nzung des 2. Zeichens zu 
BI fraglich. 

am©i R U. Z A. PI. (846) K 673, Rv. 3. Das 4. Zeichen (’) ist nicht vOllig 

sicher; ob wir es mit einem Volks- oder Berufsnamen zu thun haben, 
lftsst sich nicht entscheiden. 

al RA.DI.E: (281) K 13, Rv. 16. Ortschaft eines gleichnamigen Ara- 
mfterstammes, der bei Tiglathpileser III., Thontafelinschr. Obv. 7: 
am6l Ra-di-e erwahnt wird. MOglicherweise gehflrt auch ara6l Ra- 
di-a-ni: (102) K 657, Obv. 9, Rv. 11, das Godbey, a. a. O. 81 als 
Berufsname fasst, hierher. 

RA.A.DA.GU.AI: (349) Rm 78, Rv. 4. Der Text bietet a “«i Ja( !)- 
da-ku-ai. Dieser zusammen mit den Utu’ai (= Itu’ai) und den gleich 
zu besprechenden Rifeikuai erwfthnte aram&isehe Nomadenstamm 
erscheint'im Sanheribprisma I, 41 als am61 Ja-dak-ku. 
am6l RI.'J’I.GU.AI: (349) Rm 78, Rv. 4. Fiir das 2. Zeichen ist hier 
des Lautwert SI zu w&hlen, also am61 Ri-bi-ku(!)-ai. 40 —Der gleiche 
aram&ische Stammname begegnet in den Briefen auch in der Schrei- 
bung mAt Ra-bi-ba (830) K 1376, Rv. 4, sowie als mftt Ru-ka-ba-ai(T): 
(94) K 1147 + 1947, Rv. 3. Dass wir es auch an diesen beiden Stellen 
mit dem Gebiete eines babylon. AramBerstammes zu thun haben, 
zeigt die Erwahnung der Itu’ und Rubu’ in K 1376, sowie jene der 
Qallatai in K 1147 ff. unmittelbar hinter Rukaba-ai(?). 41 Bei San- 
herib erscheiut der gleiche Stamm als amAl Ri-bi-bu: Prisma I, 41. 
Durch die verschiedenen Schreibungen wird die Namensform riick- 
sichtlich ihrer Lesung definitiv festgelegt. 42 

In Tiglathpil.’ III. Thontafelinschr. Obv. 6 begegnet gleichfalls am ®l Ra-bi-ku, ferner 
in K 4286 (Johns, Deeds, II, p. 171): Rabilfuai. Man beachte noch das Ferain. Ri-fci-Vi-i-tA 
(folgen A§§ur-i-td und Ar-me-i-tu) in Johns, Deeds , Nr. 969, Zl. 7. 

n Der Text bei H. zeigt hinter A noch A-t>A; das letzte Zeichen wird wohl in A, also -ai, 
emendirt werden dttrfen. mAt Kabila: K 1376 fehlt bei T. 

<2 Die verschiedenen Schreibungen des Namens mit V und b sind etwa so zu erkl&ren. 
Die Grundform wird wohl als *Ra(i)^iku angesetzt werden dOrfen, was in der speziflscb 
babylonischen Aussprache *Ragigu gelautet haben muss. Die Babylonier haben nun dieses 
g des 2. und 3. Radikals offenbar nicht als Explosivlaut, sondern als Spirans ausgesprochen; 
dies beweist die Schreibung Ribibu und das Auftauchen von b als 2. und 3. Radikal in 
Ribi^u und Rukaba. Ein neuer Beweis far die von Haupt auch fars Assyrische angenommene 
Existenz einer spirantischen Aussprache der • Siehe dazu besonders Delitzsch, 

Assyr. Gram., §43, und Meissner, Altbabylon. Privatr., 1072, sowie meiue Bemerkungen in 
ZA., XVIII, 179. Dieselbe wird vor allem auch best&tigt durch diegriechischen Transskrip- 
tionen in den erst neuerdings gewfirdigten griechisch-babylon. Texten; siehe dazu Pinches, 
PSBA., 24,113. Als weitere Belege far die spirantische Aussprache der JHDDHDQ seien noch 
vermerkt: Akatia, n. pr. fern, ftlr Abatia (Meissner, BA., II, 560); Na$b u = NuSku(7) und 
Milbi = -[blO (Zimmern, KATA, 416,1); die beiden Beispiele bei Tallqvist, Spracke der Con- 
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mAt & U.UB.BI.AI. Die von T. aus K 506 und K 525 ausgezogenen 
Stellen, wo mAt 3ti-pur (a bezw. ai) geschrieben erscheint, sollten 
besser unter einem besonderen Stichwort, 3tLPUR gebucht und 
von SU.UB.RI.AI ausgeschieden sein; denn die Identitftt von Supur 
und 3upria ist recht zweifelhaft. 

al 3U.BU.RA: (649) 81, 2-4,110, Rv. 5. Der Text bietet als 3. Zeichen 
PA, nicht RA, mithin Su-bu-pa. 

amAl SAL.LU.UK.KI.E.A: (281) K 13, Obv. 21. Dazu fftgt T. amAl 
Sal-lu-ki-si-a (789) K 1964, Obv. 7. T. hatte begrftnden mtissen, 
weshalb er 3allukisia zu SallukkGa stellt! Ich glaube nun aller- 
dings, dass in K 1964 thatsachlich der gleiche Volksstamm, wie in 
K 13, gemeint ist. Anstoss erregt nur das “si” in Sallukisia; aber 
dieses kann ganz leicht durch die sich geradezu aufdrangende 
Emendation von SI in E beseitigt werden. Man vgl. noch K 4793 
(= Winckler, Texte verschied. Inhalts , p. 69), Obv. 24: ... 3al-lu- 
uk-ki-e. 

mAt 3 A. A .LI.MU: (521) 83,1-18,4 Rv. 26. Das dritte Zeichen ist nicht 
LI, 8ondem 3lM (RU£); ausserdem liegt an der betreffenden Stelle 
durchaus kein Landesname vor; man hat Rv. 26 zu umschreiben: 
^e-e-mu u a-mat sa a-sim-mu d. h. “den Befehl und das Wort, 
welches ich bestimme.” 

nAr 3UM.Rl3.? (520) K 680, Obv. 9. Das erste Zeichen ist jedenfalls 
3um (Tak); das zweite aber nicht Rl3 (3AK), sondern deutlich KA; 
das dritte Zeichen (=TAB?) ist nach H.’s Bemerkung auf dem 
Original versttimmelt. Der Name wird mithin als nAr Tak-ka-? an- 
zusetzen sein. 

al 3E.IB[. .]: (646) 79, 7-8, 292, Obv. 11. Das erste Zeichen ist 3l, 
nicht 3E! 

al mfttgE.TA.AI: (259) K 509, Obv. 6; 12. Der Text bietet nicht 
raAt 3E, sondern BIR, mithin al Bir-ta-ai. Zum Uberflusse erscheint 
in Rv. 1 noch al Bi-rat. 

mAt TA.JJU.U.NI: (467) Sm. 456, Rv. 19. Dieser Landesname muss 
gestrichen werden. Rv. 19 ist zu umschreiben: i-sat-ta-bu-u-ni; vgl. 
Rv. 7; ni-sat-ta-ab* 

al TI. AL.[.]: (282) K 524, Rv. 1. Das zweite Zeichen ist IL, nicht ALI 
al TA.I.GU.IK.KI. Dieser Ortsname ist nur an der einen der zwei 
zitirten Stellen, namlich(462) K 1374, 20a vollstRndig erhalten; das 
dritte Zeichen ist nicht GU sondern I£U. An der zwei ten Stelle, (460) 
K 1250, Obv. 2, ist von dem Namen nur erhalten: al Ta-i-? . . . ; die 
Erganzuug zu Ta-i-gu-ik-ki erscheint im hOchsten Grade als fraglich. 
mAt TA.TA.AI: (649) 81, 2-4, 110, Obv. 9. Die Lesung mat ist nach 
H. fraglich. 

trade Nabunaid's p. 2 gehOren kaura hierher; daffefren, wie namentlich auch gegen ma'assu 
= ma’attu, issi = itti wandte sich: Hilprecht, Amyriaca^ 46-7 (seinen Ausffthrungen kann ich 
nur teilweise zustimmen); vgl. ferner den Ortsnamen Andaria = Anzaria ( ZA XVIII, 164), 
5i-in-za-ni: (547) K 587, Obv. 14, Rv. 12= Qimtam 1 ' Martenai: K 359, Obv. 3; 9 = MarSanai: 
Sarg. Ann., 337; Khors., 130 und vielleicht auch pi5(?)-ku-da, Variante bei Rawl. zu pit-ku-du: 
Asurnas., Annal. 1,24; endlich beachte noch, dass das Zeichen die Lautwerte &um und 

gdm besitzt und das neben tamft^u auch tamftku “fassen M (letzteres: Tallqvist, MaqlH^ 4, 
72) vorkommt. [Vgl. jetzt auch meine Bemerk. in ZA. % XIX, 235, 236. J 
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T.’ Namenliste weist mancherlei Ltlcken auf. Ich habe schon 
im Vorausgehenden eine Reihe von Belegstellen, die T. ttbersehen 
hat, gelegentlich notirt. Im folgenden gebe ich eine Liste von 
Namen, die ich, zumeist zufallig, als Desiderata konstatiren 
konnte . 43 Es gibt ja Falle, in denen man schwanken kann, ob an 
einer Stelle ein Orts- oder ein Berufsname oder keiner von beiden 
vorliegt; aber es sind doch verhaltnissmassig wenige. 

amei tf-ba-ai-na-at: (282) K 524, Rv. 12. 

*1 A-da-ri-bi-ti: (771) 83, 1-18, 49, Obv. 8. 

Azki; (336) K 644, Rv. 28. 

al A r - n u - ?: (324) K 14093, Obv. 4. 

al Ar-pad-da-nu: (43) K 122, Obv. 16. T. bueht diese Stelle 8. v. 
AR.PAD.DU; er unterdriickt nu und bietet nur Ar-pad-da. Dieses 
Verfahren ist nicht zu billigen; der Name lautet Arpaddanu und 
dieser in Mesopotamien oder in Assyrien zu suchende Ort darf mit 
dem 6}'rischen Arpadda nicht zusammengeworfen werden. 
al Ba-il-tak(?)-nu : (511) K 654, Rv. 1. 

al Bir-te sA ra Ad Ad-rlm-a-ni: (441) K 534, Obv. 7. T. betrachtet 
mit Unrecht nur Bir-te als Ortsnamen und lAsst das dazugehOrige 
sa A. weg; siehe dessen Artikel BIR.TUM. Derselbe Ort begegnet 
auch in K 4675, Zl. 38 (ergAnzt); 39 = Johns Nr. 1096. Zeile 39 steht 
dort: ] m Adad-rim-a-ni; Peiser (Mitt. d. vorderas. Ges. y VI, 135) 
ergAnzt den Namen zu [Dftr]- m RamrnAn (bezw. Adad)-rlma-a-ni; in 
Hinblick auf K 534 empfiehlt sich wohl mehr Blrtu sa einzusetzen. 
Blt- m Da-ni-i: (1) K 167, Obv. 12. 

Bit-Ka-ri: (242) K 11148, Rv. 9. Identisch wohl mit dem mAt Blt-Ka- 
a-ri in Knudtzon’s Gebete a. den Sormengott , Nr. 30, Obv. 4; Rv. 1; 4 
(ri ergAnzt); siehe dazu auch meine Bemerk. in ZA ., XV, 367. 
Blt- m Mar-du-u: (179) K 664, Obv. 4; mArG p 1 - m Mar-du-u: l. c. Obv. 
9-10. Mit diesem Namen darf etwa Blt-Mar-di-ti-e: (414) Rm 77, 4 
verglichen werden. 

Bit-Na-ai-la-ni: (220) K 1274, Obv. 9. Jedenfalls identisch mit dem 
von T. gebuchteu Blt-Na-ai-lu (548) K 1122, Rv. 6. 
al Dan-ni-te: (205) K 537, Obv. 10. 

Dtlr-Ta-gi-da-a-ni: (126) K 609, Rv. 6. 

mAt Za-me: (754) K 5457, Obv. 12. Hinter ME folgt noch KAK[+?-.]; 

ob dies noch zum Namen gehfirt, lAsst sich nicht entscheiden. 
al Za-an-ban: (516) 81, 7-27, 31, Obv. 17. Ist zu den Stellen, die T. 

unter ZAB.BAN gibt, hinzuzuftigen. 
mAt Ual-zi-at-bar: (480) K 8402, Obv. 15. 1st nachzutragen zum Arti¬ 
kel BAL.ZI.AT.PAR. 

UiudAnu: al Ri-in-da-nu: (671) K 78, Rv. 5; mAt JJi-in-[da-nu]: (93) 
K 1057, Obv. 7.— al IJi-in-za-ni: (547) K 587, Obv. 14; mAt IJi-in-za-ni: 
l. c., Rv. 2. 

*3 Eine erschOpfende NachprQfun^ in dieser Hinsicht ware fttr mich zu zeitraubend, da 
ich das von mir aus H. excerpirte ffeographische Material nicht mehr separat zur Hand habe, 
soudern bereits verzettelt uud in meine alphabetischo Zettelsammlung eingereiht habe. 
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mAt Har(Mur)-sa-ai: (466) S. 51, Obv. 9. 
aiKi-ba-at-ki: (310) K 610, Rv. 7; 11. 

al Kar-si-tti[. . (381) 81, 2-4, 55, Obv. 12. Das letzte Zeichen ist wahr- 

scheinlich, und damit wohl auch der Name, vollst&ndig. Wahr- 
scheinlich wesenseins mit dem Karzita[. . in Knudtzon’s Gebete 
a . d. Sonnengott , Nr. 33 (=83, 1-18, 545) Obv. 7; 9. Siehe dazu 
ZA., XV, 366. 

al L6b(Bir etc.)-ga-ga : (129) K 5458, Obv. 10. 
mftt Ma-na-nu: (520) K 680, Obv. 4. 

am6i Nu-fea-nu-ti-a: (210) K 647, Obv. 15. Ein aramaischer Volks- 
stamm, dessen Name auch in der bei Sargon erwahnten aramaischeu 
Ortschaft Babyloniens: al Nu-ba-a-ni: Sarg. Ann., 268; al Nu-ba-a- 
nu: l. c., 275, wiederkehrt. 
al Nam-pi-B AR(?): (323) K 6005, Obv. 6. 

al Ni-mit- ilu Istar: (813) K 688, Obv. 8. Diese Stelle ist nachzutragen 
im Artikel NI-MIT- ilu ISTAR. 

NAr sarri, der KOuigskanal: (275) K 82, Rv. 4. 44 
am6l Ka-bar-ra: (685) 81, 2-4, 96, Rv. 22. Ein aramaischer Nomaden- 
stamm; unmittelbar vorher werden die Itu’ erwAhnt. 
mftt Sa-at-te-ra : (646) 79, 7-8, 292 Obv. 13. 

amfil Ta-zi-ru: (138) K 469, Rv. 11. Wohl ein aramaischer 'Nomaden- 
stamm; es folgen auf die Taziru die Itu’u. 

^Tab ba-’: (282) K 524, Obv. 10; 11. 

am©iTab-ba-s(s)ar-ti-a: (281) K 13, Obv. 21. Name eines babyl.- 
elamitischen Nomadenstammes, den *Hommel (gemAss miindlicher 
Mitteiluug), wie mir diinkt, recht gliicklich, mit jenem der Ortschaft 
Ta^cwrapa, die PtolemAus VI cap. 2 unter medischen PlAtzen auffiihrt, 
combiniren will. 45 
al Tab-er: (207) K 541, Obv. 9. 

Schliesslich will ich noch ein paar Nainen Verzeichnen, die 
zwar wahrscheinlich gleichfalls ftlr geographische Eigennamen 
angesehen werden mtlssen, bei denen aber auch noch eine andere 
Fassung als mOglich im Auge zu behalten ist: 

amfii Ai-bi-la-ni: (715) K 7351, Rv. 5. Ein mftt Ai-bi kommt nach 
Bezold, Catal ., p. 1883, in 83, 1-18, 352 vor; vielleicht steht auch 
dort Aibilani. 

Blt-ku-din: (245) K 513, Obv. 4; 13; 17; (312) K 689, Rv. 9. 
Bit- m Ri-ta-a: (129) K 5458, Obv. 5. 

April, 1905. 

**t)ber den nftr Sarri vg\. man jetzt Hommel, Grundriss d. Gcogr. u. Gesch. d. Alt. Or 
pp. 284 ff. und dazu meine Nachtrftge in Deutsche Litcraturzeitung , 190T>, Nr. 10, Sp. 617. Der 
nftr Sarri wird auch in dem Texte Hilprecht, Babyl. Exped IX, Nr. 72, Zl. 2 erwflhnt. 

45 Das dritte Zeichen ist sicher S( S)ar (HIR). nicht DI, wie Johnston annimmt, der den 
fraglichen Namen im Joum. of Amer. Oi'ient. Soc., XVIII, 141, Dabha’diua lesen will. Dieser 
Stammname begegnet auch in K 4793 (= Winckler, Texte verachied. Inhalts , p. 69), Obv. 14: 
amfil Tab-ba- s ( 5 )ar-u[-aJ. 
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ASSYRIOLOGICAL NOTES. 


By C. H. W. Johns, 

Queens' College, Cambridge, England. 

I. SOME FUBTHEB NOTES ON THE CODE OF QAMMUBABI. 

It seems to me that Professor R. F. Harper, by his paper in 
the October number of AJ8L ., 1905, has said the last word on 
most of the points which he has touched, and these notes are only 
meant to add a few little jottings in support. It has three times 
fallen to the lot of the present writer to issue a translation of the 
Code, without being able to set out the reasons which underlay 
his versions. Some misunderstanding has naturally resulted. It 
was my principle not to depart from the translations already pub¬ 
lished unless for what seemed to me good reasons. It does not 
conduce to the confidence of the public in Assvriology, as an exact 
science, lightly to produce alternative renderings, merely for the 
sake of change. It is desirable, however, to try to get nearer 
to the sense of the original, whenever fresh material becomes 
available. 

In the case of the muskGnu, I think that I was the first to 
recognize in print that this was the reading of MAS.EN.KAK. 
At any rate, I did at once note, when I first received Scheil’s 
edition, that he did not yet know this true reading; and in Octo¬ 
ber, 1902, I pointed out its true meaning. It is very difficult to 
hit on a really nice rendering. My “poor man” was qualified by 
the remark that u he was not a beggar.” Later I ventured on 
“plebeian,” not as marking a change of views, but as a closer 
rendering, not entirely free from false implications. Some things 
were true of the plebeian in Roman history which were not true 
of the muskGnu. I do not think any of the renderings hitherto 
given get any nearer to conveying the idea of the original; per¬ 
haps it will be best to refer to him as “the Babylonian musk Gnu” 
simply. I think it very probable that the class included the sub¬ 
ject race, not propertyless, but of lower standing. It may have 
included freed slaves and foreign residents, but I am not aware 
that these are more than conjectures. I think that a confusion 
with TUR.KAK underlies some of the renderings which have 
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appeared. It seems hazardous, in view of the ultimate degrada¬ 
tion of the word to denote a beggar, or indigent person, to build 
any conclusion as to the meaning in the -Code upon the usage in 
the seventh century B. C. Further, it is a hazardous proceeding 
to try to get a meaning out of the ideogram, by combining the 
separate meanings of the separate signs. A compound ideogram, 
or Sumerian word, does not always mean what can be thus made 
out by combining its elements. I think it is safer to deduce his 
status from the Code and from any hints there may be in contem¬ 
porary documents. I do not remember to have seen it noted that 
in Bu. 91-5-9, 324, L 1 ( CT II, p. 23) 3 GAN of land are said 
to be situated ina sa muskGnum; in Bu. 91-5-9, 611, 1. 7, we 
have ina muskinu; these references suggest that there was a 
district, or quarter, of Sippara inhabited in an especial way by 
the muskGnu; as the modern or mediaeval Ghetto by Jews. 

I quite agree with Professor Harper that a more idiomatic 
translation is to be preferred, but Assyriologists are wont to be 
very critical. If I had rendered “one shall do so and so” by “it 
shall be done,” or “he shall be treated so,” it is safe to say that I 
should have been accused of not knowing my grammar. As I have 
enough mistakes to answer for already, I do not wish to have a 
shoal of imaginary errors attributed to me. 

The difficult clause at the end of § 21 has hitherto given no 
tolerable sense. The verb bal&lu perhaps means “to pierce, 
perforate,” in which case the fate of the malefactor was to be 
spiked. Or perhaps it is really the Hammurabi analogue of 
alftlu, “to suspend” on a pole. In either case, I conjecture the 
secondary meaning here to be much what would be expressed by 
“to gibbet.” That the burglar should be gibbeted opposite the 
breach he had made is quite in keeping with the punishment of 
the thief at the fire, who was to be thrown into the fire itself. An 
explanatory list published by Mr. Pinches in the last number 
(October) of the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society , similar to 
the four columned syllabaries, gives muttablilu as one of the 
meanings of a defaced ideogram; the others being ma’iri, sarri, 
sarraku, pallisu, and habbatum(?), rev. 13. As sarraku is 
“thief,” pallisu very likely the “burglar,” who bores through, 
or digs through, the wall (palftsu is the verb used in this section 
of the Code for the offense, and pilsu for the “breach” or 
“hole”), and as babbatu means a “robber,” it seems not unfair 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 



226 


Hebbaica 


to suppose that muttablilu means much the same. As the form 
Ittafal is usually passive, muttablilu may be “the gibbeted one,” 
rather than “one who creeps into holes.” At any rate, he was a 
thief of sorts. That words so associated in syllabaries are syno¬ 
nyms is rather too much to assume, and sarru may be no more 
than “rascal,” as the word is used in many passages where theft 
or burglary does seem out of question. What the ma’iru means 
exactly, here, seems to me obscure, and I will not speculate. I 
do not think the sense of “to bore through, pierce, etc.” is unsuit¬ 
able to the other places in the Code where bal&lu is used; ittab- 
lalu could still mean “have been passed through.” I therefore 
suggest balftlu = “to impale,” a thief. 

For the verb bftru I would suggest the meaning “to estimate;” 
“to suspect” would suit some places, but it came to mean very 
nearly “to pay.” From “estimation,” “suspicion,” we should 
easily reach “accusation,” where the context requires it. 

The status of the amftlu plays an important part in the award 
of penalties in the Code. Thus the penalties for the am6lu are 
more primitive and severer than for the muskfinu. It is inter¬ 
esting to note that this was true also for the time of Sumu-lailu, 
as we learn from Bu. 91-5-9, 2188 (CT., IV, p. 42), where it is 
agreed that if the son adopted repudiate his adoptive parents, 
aran mftr awGlim imidusu, “they shall lay on him the penalty 
of a mftr awftlim.” 

The word numtu occurs in the contracts; e. g. y Bu. 88-5-12, 
601, 1. 18, published CT., IV, p. 40, where it seems to denote a 
list of household furniture, Bu. 88-5-12, 19, 1. 19, 26, and Bu. 
91-5-9,1. 5 (C7 7 ., II, 1 and VIII, 32) where it seems to mean the 
same thing, as well as .in the phrase numat btt abisunu in 
Meissner’s Beitrdge zum altbabylonischen Privatrecht, No. 100, 
11. 3, 7, 12, 14, 18, where Meissner suggests the rendering Jn- 
ventdr? I think it may be the same as nubtu in the New 
Babylonian Contracts, if that can be shown to mean anything 
like “possessions.” It seems to be confined to “movables.” 

The word ilku seems to be very difficult to render by one 
word. I conceive that every estate held of the state—excluding, 
in my opinion, ancestral property, though this is not certain — 
was held subject to some service, either owing work, or produce, 
or some due. Those held by service, whether discharged as work 
on public works, or military service, or local police duty, or tax- 
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collecting, or any other form of service, come under the head of 
ilku. Those which furnished produce, corn, fodder, wood, dates, 
etc., were held by the n&si biltim. In these cases rent is 
scarcely the right word; “quit rent” is not exact either. I think 
these produce rents were either always a tenth, or were commuted 
for a tithe later. Some lands may have paid both tithe and ser¬ 
vice. When a holder was absent, his son could take on his 
holding and render the service. That service is what I meant 
by “business”—rather an awkward rendering, but I could not 
think of a better then, and I wanted a term that would cover 
some sort of feudal service and the duty which a “catcher,” who 
might be a hunter or a fisherman, had to perform. I do not 
think that we can press &U.1JA to mean “fisherman,” because 
0A means “fish,” but it commonly does mean that, and the 
fishermen may have been state officials. JJammurabi concerns 
himself with them ( LIH ., No. 8, 11. 8, 15, etc.) where SU.HA 
pretty obviously are not constables. Perhaps all fisheries were 
royal preserves and all fishermen constables, or keepers, to pre¬ 
vent poaching. In the Code, however, there is nothing to sug¬ 
gest fishermen, if there is also nothing to forbid it. 

The difficulty about Winckler’s reading of ina dannat sar- 
rim turru seems to me to be how to get gefangen worden out of 
it. The nearest I can get is, taking turru as synomym of 
edfilu, “to bolt in,” “who is imprisoned in the dannat sarri;” 
but is that legitimate? I take it that turru means “to shoot 
back the bolt,” therefore “to lock.” Only, in the very close 
parallel ina barran sarrim turru, it does seem that the 
official was captured, as the case of a merchant ransoming him is 
supposed. If we take this meaning for turru, it seems to me 
that dannat can only be “defeat,” “disaster.” 

The terms nisbu, nisibtu, with or without nasftbu, are 
continually used in contracts, and suggest that nisibtu was a 
“levy” on produce, which was seized for state use. If we read 
sAb nisbatim, we must have the plural of sAb nisibtim; it 
seems less likely that we are to read sAbam and take nisbatim 
as accusative plural. We should then have “the levy (of men 
and) produce.” 

In § 111 everyone has hitherto followed ScheiPs reading 
U.SA.KA.NI, but the syllabary above referred to, published 
by Mr. Pinches, shows that it should be read U.SA.KA.KAK 
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and pronounced pibu; but this still leaves some doubt as to 
what the drink was. As it is preceded by U.SA.A&.A.AN = 
disibdabbu and akalpanu, and that by U.SA = billitum; 
it seems that we may look for KA.KAK as a separate meaning. 
This = appu Gltl, kanaku, nappasu, pikalulu, sak&su, 
while there is a GI.KA.KAK andan U.KA.KAK.NU.GIG ; 
but none of these give much help to me. Perhaps someone else 
will get farther. As to diptim, I thought of a root QfcO, per¬ 
haps “to languish.” I thought that harvest time would be a 
time of thirst. The beer-seller sells her beer cheaper, and she is 
paid in corn when it is cheapest. So she infringes § 109, and I 
could only suppose that she was justified by the demand. The 
substitution of bGlu-ut, for bGl kit-tu, as a reading of the 
signs AN.EN.LIL.UD in 1. 10 of the Prologue, is one that 
now seems to meet with approval. I must confess that it greatly 
tempted me, and, I suppose, in face of the authority it now com¬ 
mands, I ought merely to say I was too ignorant to see its com¬ 
pelling worth. There are a number of cases in contemporary 
documents where AN.EN.LIL is used in the place of the 
ordinary bGl; especially in names like Samas-AN.EN.LIL- 
aplim, Samas-EN-aplim, which certainly are the same name. 
But the same name could also be written Samas-el-li-el-aplim, 
which made me think that EN.LIL was read ELLIL, and so 
made me pause. Besides, the claim that the Code would have 
written bGl kittim is only so far valid that, where phonetic 
complements are written, the laws of grammar are strictly fol¬ 
lowed; and the same is true in contemporary documents; but 
where the scribe omits the complement he rarely holds to rules; 
for example, he writes a final u, indifferently for o, i, w, singular 
or plural. If he uses the mimmation, he is generally right in 
his cases. On such grounds as these, I felt that Scheil’s reading 
had as much to be said for it as the other, and so left it alone. 

This paper has, however, already exceeded fair limits, but we 
may look forward with confidence to much light from the publi¬ 
cation and study of the contemporary documents. 

II. SOME NOTES ON THE GEOGRAPHICAL NAMES IN THE 
BFHABPER LETTERS. 

Mr. O. A. Toffteen has given a wonderfully complete list of 
geographical names in the January, 1905, number of AJSL ., 
which has inspired this short paper of remarks and comments. 
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The suggestions which I respectfully offer may be regarded 
rather in the light of inquiries for information than presumptions 
corrections, or hostile criticisms. 

I hope Mr. Toffteen will be able to settle a question which at 
times has much puzzled me and to which I can contribute no 
solution; viz.: Are the people of m4t Al the Madai or not? 
Perhaps the am6l A-a of K. 7351 [715], rv, 5, may be added 
here. Is it not possible that we should read Es (or As?), for 
Ab, in al Abdudi? The am41 u-ba-a-a-na-at of K. 524 
[282], R. 12, are perhaps not a people, but a class. For the 
land of flbir-n&ri add K. 1050 [67], rv. 5. I do not see why 
Madaktu follows this on p. 84. In the reference to al fikallftte 
read rv. 5, 9 for rv. 59. In K. 680, obv. 8, 12,1 think we should 
read m4t ’li-e, and omit the following abu from the name. In 
the same text [520], obv. 7, 11, the m4t Akbanu can be read. 
In 81-7-27, 30 [802], obv. 6, I suggest reading mAt Am-pi-ba- 
a-bi. I would restore al An-di-a in K. 1037 [215], rv. 2. In 
K. 831 [214], obv. 7-8 the scribe may have intended al Esiggi, 
though he has followed the unusual plan of writing the deter¬ 
minative in one line and the city name in another. The letter 
has. other peculiarities. I think there is not any doubt that in 
K. 1176 [504], obv. 11, (al) U-pi-i is meant. In the references 
to Ur read 82-5-2, 11, rv. 7 (for obv. 7). The text of [202] 
has mftt Arasi, not Arapi; and, perhaps, in [547] Arpai is a 
scribal error for Arpadai. In the references to Assur, in 
[474] the context suggests that al l§4r is Eridu. The obscure 
folk, or class, Itu’ are also mentioned in 81-2-4, 96 [685], rv. 
22, associated with the am41 Kamurra. In Rm. 2, 529 [762], 
rv. 7, it seems as if the scribe meant al A-ti-nu. To the many 
references to Babylon, we may perhaps add [768], obv. 11, and 
the unusual forms Bab-’-i-la in K. 626 [24], obv. 13; also 
K. 4758 [842], rv. 8, for Bab-ili. I rather doubt if am4l Din- 
dir-ai [811] belongs here or should be combined with Qindar. 
Bab-fi-ki occurs in K. 1376 [830], obv. 8. A folk name may 
be am6l Ba.nu in K. 1009 [576], rv* 5. The signs al Bi¬ 

bar-bar may be read more ways than ond in K. 607 [262], 
obv. 9. Whether al BE-e is to be read Bale, or Tille, seems 
very doubtful, but we may compare al Be-ll-e in 83-1-18, 75 
[767], obv. 15. The alam41 b6l u$ri is doubtful in [444]; I 
read kapparri. For al Babarri read Bakarri. I do not see 
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why mftt Na-ri.should follow here. To mAt Barbalza I 

would add K. 4770 [97], obv. 10. For al Birtai add K. 509 
[259], obv. 12, and for al Birat, K. 509 [259], rv. 1. The 
land of Bit Adini may be meant in K. 12046 [642], obv. 2, 
and K. 1227 [314], rv. 3. Whether al Dab-er should be read 
Dab-ali, as suggested by amAl Dab-fca-li-u-a in K. 13 [281], 
obv. 21, is rendered doubtful by the am61 Dah-ba-’ in K. 524 
[282], obv. 11. The city Dilbat is clearly meant in K. 1249 
[326], obv. 9, though the scribe only writes KI after it and not 
al before it. How we should read al Din-u-zu ( ?) in K. 683 
[556], rv. 9, is not clear to me. The land or city Diri may be 
meant in 81-2-4, 93 [866], obv. 7. For Dtlr-Sarrukin add 
K. 7384 [319], rv. 6; K. 667 [503], rv. 17; K. 4758 [842], 
rv. ‘5; 82-5-22, 134 [859], rv. 19; and read [558] for [588]. 
The am6l Dutai in K. 1009 [576], rv. 6, seem to be a people. 
The am61 5arnat of K. 680 [520], obv. 14, may be added to 
mAt Hamate. It seems as if al 5insani in K. 587 [547], obv. 
14, mAt 5insani, rv. 2, were meant to be proper names; and 
the identity of the writers of K. 580 and K. 1214 suggests that 
in the latter we should restore 5indar in obv. 8 [850]. Prob¬ 
ably JJaribumba should be restored in K. 185 [74], obv. 6, 
from obv. 14. I think it would be better to read 5a-dar-ru 
on p. 93 instead of Qatisaru. In 83-1-18, 29 [350], obv. 8, 
the am61 Kidarai are named, and to the references for al Kakzi 
add K. 1153 [615], rv. 1. The am6l Kaldudi of p. 93 are 
probably better read Labdudi, and combined with the mAt Lab- 
adudai of p. 95. With mAt Lak6 may perhaps be combined 
al Laktla in K. 688 [813], rv. 3. The am61 Libflatai ofRm. 217 
[468], rv. 8, seem to deserve record, as the amAl Lapiai in K. 
1125 [600], obv. 8. However read, the am6l MA.LA.BE of 
S. 1338 [701], rv. 1, occur along with the am6 *Malab&, as the 
scribe spells the name, and in the same line. Possibly the name 
on K. 4736 [272], rv. 2, should be read am6l Mumuku. The 
am6l Mandirai of K. 636 [168], rv. 23, is perhaps ethnic. 
Marad is clearly meant in K. 905 [853], obv. 9 and 13 (Ma-rad) 
as well as rv. 5. With Mft-Turnu could be taken nAr Turnu 
in K. 667 [503], rv. 16, though the scribe certainly gives a curious 
form to his nftr. The am6l Nabal are named in K. 1009 [576], 
rv. 6. In K. 4736 [272], obv., am6l Nambanu seems to be all 
the name. How to read the am61 Nampibar, K. 6005 [323], 
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obv., is somewhat of a puzzle. With al mAt Na-ili may be com¬ 
bined the Bit-Naialani of K. 1274 [220], obv. 9. Nikur is 
certainly a tempting suggestion for what has been read Sallat, 
Sallat, or Sallat. Nimit-Istar very likely occurs also in K. 
688 [813]i obv. 8, as Nimit-Lagudu may in 81-7-27, 31 
[616], obv. 11. The interesting form for Nineveh, Ni-nk-a, 
but without al or -KI, appears also in 86-1-18, 62, [792], 
rv. 16. How al (?)Nunak should be read in K. 1376 [830], 
rv., does not seem clear, nor is Nappib&bini very sure; for 
nap we may read am, scarcely kar(?), and -ni does not seem 
to belong to the name. For Nippur we might add K. 672 
[797], obv. 5, 17, and, perhaps, K. 94 [287], obv. 1. For Sasi- 
bani read Sasikani. Sippar is probably intended, K. 644 
[804], rv. 4. It is usual, I think, to read am6l Pillat, K. 680 
[620], rv. 17. The scribe has perhaps blundered in writing 
Patti-Bftl, with bi for be, but is Patti-anbi impossible? 
The Sidonians seem to be meant also in Bu. 91-5-9, 107 [795], 
rv. 11. It is possible that al Sipte is meant in K. 1136 [608], 
rv. 1. The am6l Kamurra in 81-2-4, 96 [685], rv. 22, should 
be a folk. Whether mftt Kipani is a proper name, or only so 
designated from the kftpu who ruled it, seems doubtful. Pos¬ 
sibly Ribat is an unusual writing for Dilbat, it could be read 
Dal bat at any rate, and RI has a value di. The scribe wrote 
amftl Ruzapib and amel Rutikuai. The al Rabarrida in Rm. 
2, 529 [762], obv. 5; the m “Rabiba in K. 1376 [830], rv. 4; 
the am6l Rasitu in K. 508 [848], rv. 5, and al Rasi in K. 997 
[169], obv. 8, seem likely readings. For Rugubai read Ruk- 
ubai, for Subura read Subupa. Possibly al Samas-nft$ir 
is a proper name for a town, in K. 636 [168], obv. 7, 10, 13, 
L 17, probably to be read al Samas-nft§iri. A town Saman- 
aku appears to be intended in 81-7-27, 31 [516], obv. 12. For 

mAt SE.IB_UR read Si. IB_UR. The land mAt Sal- 

tera appears to be intended in 79-7-8, 292 [646], obv. 13. To 
the references for Tabal may perhaps be added (Ta)-balai, 
K. 683 [556], obv. 20, and (Ta)-ab-al-la-a, K. 1376 [830], 

rv. 1. The al Ti-il.ka? of K. 524 [282], rv. 1, is 

obscure, but the am6l Targibktu seem to be meant in K. 1009 
[576], rv. 5; as also al Tarbai in K. 1516 [635], rv. 6. 

The accepted reading of the final double a-a in ethnic names 
is not very convincing, and it is to be hoped that Mr. Toffteen’s 
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collections of geographical names will throw some light upon it. 
It can hardly be the case that all these place-names of Babylonia 
and Assyria fall into the two categories, Semitic and Sumerian. 
It would be very interesting to try to make out the affinities of 
the pre-Semitic names with those of Asia Minor, and perhaps 
Elam. Hence it does not strike one as the best order to follow 
which preserves that of the Semitic alphabet and ignores the 
vocalization. A purely alphabetical order is the most convenient 
for reference, and as scientific as the other. 

As my own lists did not register the more familiar names, like 
Nineveh, Babylon, Elam, etc., except a few peculiar spellings, I 
have not made any comments on these. It may seem ungracious 
after the labor which Mr. Toffteen must have expended even to 
suggest incompleteness; but, after all, in any attempt to sum up 
the contribution of the Letters to knowledge, every hint is of 
value. Hence, I hope to be pardoned for thus intruding a dry 
list of suggestions into the pages of AJSL. 

III. SOME ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE u POLITICAL, RELI¬ 
GIOUS, AND SOCIAL ANTIQUITIE8 OF THE SARGONID PERIOD.” 

In the January, 1905, number of AJSL. Mr. A. H. Godbey 
has given an invaluable list of the official titles occurring in Pro¬ 
fessor R. F. Harper’s Assyrian and Babylonian Letters. In 
the October number he has commenced what promises to be a 
series of most illuminating papers on the officials of Assyria and 
Babylonia—a subject that needs research, and will in his hands 
evidently be made to yield much of deep interest. 

It is probably true that every earnest student has made such 
lists for his own private use, and many are probably more exact 
than mine, as a comparison with Mr. Godbey’s showed me that 
I had overlooked Beveral places. His efforts deserve all the help 
hiB fellow-students can give, and as I can never now hope to do 
what I had intended with my material, it may not be unwelcome 
if I add here the little additional items I had collected. 

The Alll6l lagar 6-gal is mentioned on K. 823 [781], rv. 2, 
as apparently in command of troops. The amfll RAB.SE.GAR 
is clearly meant in 81-7-27, 34 [814], rv. 7, and to be restored, 
obv. 10. The attl ® 1 AS.SE.on p. 79 may therefore be omitted. 
The scribe has made an abstract of the compound title sa mubbi 
ali, in K. 1106 [589], rv. 4, by adding Utu to the expression, 
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though he does not prefix am 61 u . So, also, in Bu. 89-4-26, 71 
[875], obv. 4, we must clearly restore a(na) (man)zaz p&nflti 
as the abstract for am6l manzaz pftni. The am6l abarakku is 
surely intended in 79-7-8, 138 [433], rv. 9 and S. 1223 [712], 
obv. 5, where the scribe seems to have written am6l SAL.UM. 
For the am61 BAB.MU6U, K. 846 [843], obv. 12, may be 
added. It seems likely that the am6l §U.I may be restored in 
K. 568 [4], obv. 13. The female counterpart of the am6l saknu 
appears to be the amiltu sa-kin-tu, who is named in K. 548 
[724], rv. 12. The plural of am61 ASO seems to be intended in 
81-2-4, 101 [739], obv. 5. The title am6l b6l kap-(pari) is 
probably to be restored in K. 1168 [49], rv. 6; and I submit that 
in K. 645 [444], obv. 13, the true reading is am61 kap-pa-ri, in 
which case the am6l b6l udri may be omitted from p. 80. Per¬ 
haps amel na-sik-a-ni should be restored in K. 1098 [585], rv. 2. 
So, too, in K. 1051 [580], obv. 1, restore am6l u-ra-si. The 
Elamite official («“©!) z i-il-li- r i also occurs on K. 1374 [462], 
rv. 4. The am6l par-su-(mu) seems to be intended on K. 1119 
[595], rv. 9. The (am© 1 )sa-an-da-bak-ki is to be restored on 
K. 94 [287J, rv. 2. Probably the am61 tar-gi-ma-a-(na?) on 
K. 1009 [576], rv. 5, is the same as the am61 targumanu and 
an official title. 

It must have been matter of no little perplexity to decide 
whether certain terms indicate offices or proper names, ethnic or 
personal. It would not be fair to assume that Mr. Godbey and 
Mr. Toffteen discussed together these doubtful terms and agreed 
who should take them. The Itu’ai and Selappai occur in 
Mr. Godbey’s list, and rightly in my opinion, but both have been 
treated as ethnics sometimes. The am6l Gur& of K. 555 [76], 
obv. 9; the am6l 0a-am(?) of K. 638 [328], rv. 7; the am61 
Nubantla of K. 647 [210], obv. 15; the am6l Kupftsi of K. 542 
[193], obv. 6; the am6l Ra’annu of 83-1-18, 4 [521], obv. 21, 
do not appear in Mr. Godbey’s list, and perhaps rightly so; but 
neither do they appear in Mr. Toffteen’s. It seems to be certain 
that they should be in one or the other. 

The extremely interesting investigation of the position of the 
ameiTU.biti adds considerably to our knowledge of the temple 
officials. In writing the account which I did in ADD., II, I was 
rebutting the suggestion that the am6l TU.biti was merely a 
“servant;” that is, that he occupied a menial office. Mr. Godbey 
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also rejects the idea that he was a mere porter or janitor. I 
insisted that the evidence before me only implied a tenancy of 
temple endowments. His position might be compared with the 
rector of a church living in England, who may be a lay person, 
male or female, or even a corporation, and has no sacerdotal office, 
though he receives a share, usually the larger portion, of the 
endowments, and has duties to perform and expenses to bear. 
This seems to agree well with what Mr. Godbey has made out. I 
could only feel sure of his share of endowment and obligation to 
contribute to the upkeep. Now it seems clear that he had rights 
over the temple and was its “rector” in many ways. I still think 
he could be a layman, and that probably the corporation of the 
amei TU. biti of a temple shared its endowments and were in a 
sense its proprietors as well as tenants of its lands. 

Whether Mr. Godbey has hit upon the right reading of TU. 
biti I do not feel sure. I think that 6rjb-biti would imply a 
right to entrance, but I do not suppose 6rib means “entrance” 
itself. In favor of the reading 6rib may be quoted the words of 
H. 512: “Total, 14 am6l eribftte.” Mr. Godbey has given a 
most happy solution of that rather difficult text, taking the doubt¬ 
ful first word to be kibu, “order.” There are still difficulties 
which perhaps might be solved another way. For example, we 
might suppose that the two Nabfl-z6r-lisir were different; that 
the former was raised to be mayor of the palace, the latter to be a 
palace employee; then the scribe’s total would be correct. But 
Mr. Godbey’s solution is very likely true. However, as UR is 
the ideogram for the verb basu and its derivatives, I would read 
Nabtl-sarhn-ubasa in lines 3 and 9. Another small point calls 
for notice. Meissner in his article on K. 4467 omits to notice 
that it actually joins K. 1989 and Bu. 91-5-9, 193 and that 83- 
1-18, 425 is part of the same tablet. The combined text is pub¬ 
lished as ADD., No. 809. It is the No. 660a on which 1 based 
my remarks about the am61 TU.biti. There is, I think, just a 
doubt whether in the Sippara Cultustafel ki pi am6l TU.biti 
does mean “according to the instructions of the TU.biti.” It 
might mean “in accordance with,” as we should say “on the same 
scale.” On the whole, however, I can only congratulate Mr. 
Godbey on having done so much to illuminate the subject. 

I may venture to add a few remarks upon his equally delightful 
essay on the Esarhaddon succession. I did not mean to imply 
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exactly what Mr. Godbey makes me do. I do not doubt that 
Esarhaddon meant the succession to be what it was, nor do I 
doubt that practically Samas-sum-ukin was king of Babylon from 
the day his father died, as Asurbftnipal was king of Assyria, only 
that in the reckoning of the twenty years of the former’s reign 
we cannot include both 669 B. C. and 648 B. C. Hence, as I 
still think Samas-sum-ukin survived the Nisan of 648 B. C., I 
sought to explain his not reckoning any of 669 B. C. to his reign. 
I still think that the same native power which set Asurbftnipal 
on the throne, namely, Zakfltu, the possible queen regent, and the 
sons of Esarhaddon, joined with the nobles of Assyria, also set 
§amassumukln on the throne of Babylon, but that was not a 
“native power” in Babylon, and I hold that they did so later, 
when Asurbftnipal had already reigned some time in Assyria. In 
that case, Asurbftnipal and not Esarhaddon set Samassumukln on 
the throne; for, once Asurbftnipal was king, no one else could do 
it. All action, whether on the part of court or people, conse¬ 
quence of sworn obligation or mere obedience of order, was 
summed up in the royal power. At the same time, I hold that, 
in spite of all destination by Esarhaddon, Samassumukln could 
not have proclaimed himself king, nor could anyone in Assyria 
do so but Asurbftnipal. In Babylon no organized native power 
existed to do so. But the formalities of a rightful accession had 
to be complied with, and it seems to me that Bftl had to be brought 
back to Babylon first. The land was “kingless,” whoever held 
the actual power, in his absence. Mr. Godbey contends for the 
actual power, I for the legal right. Once king, or even as pros¬ 
pective king, the Babylonians may have reckoned Samassumukln’s 
reign and even dated in his reign, but the chronicler would reckon 
from legal accessioD; and I think the other arguments I adduced 
prove that 648 B. C. was reckoned his twentieth year. 

I might agree with all Mr. Godbey has said, except'with his 
view that Samassumukin came to the throne of Babylon in 669 
B. C., if that is so taken as to imply his death in 649 B. C. But 
my agreement does not imply that I regard all he says as proved.’ 
Let us take H. 870, discussed by Peiser in MVAO ., 1898, pp. 
256 sqq ., as well as by Meissner and Johnston later. The writer 
says to the king: “thy son .... thou hast assigned to him the 
kingdom of Assyria, thou hast appointed thy eldest son to the 
kingdom of Babylon.” Making the same assumption as all the 
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commentators have done, as yet, that the king addressed is Esar- 
haddon, and the two king’s sons are Asurb&nipal and Samas- 
sumukln, then, as Mr. Godbey says, they recognize that Samas- 
sumukln, not Asurb&nipal, was eldest son of Esarhaddon; i. e ., 
they translate m&rika rabtl as “thy eldest son.” Now they 
admit that m&rika is the same thing, when addressed to a king, 
as m&r sarri at other times. Yet Mr. Godbey immediately 
says: “Samassumukin was not m&r-sarru rabtl.” This Beems 
to contradict the letter. If Samassumukfn is meant as the one 
destined to be king of Babylon, then we may take it that he was 
also m&r-sarru rabtl, whether that means “eldest son” or 
merely “crown prince,” i. e., the prince destined to succeed to the 
throne. In the latter case the letter would seem to say, if we 
insist on m&r-sarru rabtl being Asurb&nipal, that Esarhaddon 
at this date had meant him to be king of Babylon; and that after¬ 
ward, perhaps in consequence of the agitation of which this letter 
is a sign, he changed his mind. If we take it that the words only 
mean “eldest son” here, then the complaint surely is on the part 
of Samassumukin, or his friends, that Esarhaddon has passed over 
the eldest son in making Asurb&nipal, merely “thy son,” king of 
Assyria. It seems to me that this is more likely; “the thing not 
done in heaven” was then the ignoring of the eldest son’s right. 

Still the fact that, as Mr. Godbey shows, Asurb&nipal is 
usually regarded as m&r-sarru rabtl makes it very doubtful 
whether Samassumukin was the eldest son. The only chance to 
maintain this, in face of H. 870, is to distinguish m&r sarri 
rabtl as “eldest son” from m&r-sarru rabtl as “crown prince.” 
As both expressions are written the same way in Assyrian, this is 
drawing rather a fine distinction. But, if we suppose that the 
protest in the letter was effectual, all would be easy. Asurb&nipal 
would have been “eldest son,” m&rika rabtl, at the time of the 
letter destined to the second place as king of Babylon, but after¬ 
ward given his rightful place as king of Assyria. 

Now, it has long been maintained that the brothers were twins, 
that meaning being given to the word talimu which each uses of 
the other. It need not perhaps mean more than “peer.” Both 
brothers may have been of the same age, even though not of the 
same mother; or, for some other reason, neither could claim 
seniority in age or rank. Aside from H. 870, the only evidence 
Mr. Godbey produces to show that Samassumukin was the eldest 
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son is that king’s own statement that he was mftru rftstu. He 
might claim that rank, if he was of the same age as Asurb&nipal 
and there were no elder sons. The inscription is Brit. Mus. No. 
87220, published CT., X, No. 5, and dates from the ninth (or 
even possibly the nineteenth) year of Samassumukin. This claim 
to be mftru rftstu may have been one of the causes of the quarrel 
between the brothers. Once more, the argument that, though 
Sennacherib was a younger son, he was addressed as mftr-sarru 
rabtt, does not amount to much; for, first, his older brothers 
might have been all dead, and, in the second place, his name only 
implies that he had brothers at all, if it was given with reference 
to the actual state of Sargon’s family at his birth. He might 
have been “named for” some relative, in whose case the name 
expressed facts. On the whole, I maintain that the evidence that 
Samassumukln was older than Asurbftnipal is singularly weak. In 
any case, it would not affect my argument as to the date of his 
accession. 

In my quotation of Knudtzon’s No. 149 I rather laid myself 
open to doubt by not setting out all my reasons. Neither Samas- 
sumukin there, nor Asurb&nipal in No. 147, nor, so far as I can 
see, Esarhaddon anywhere, speaks in the first person. The 
speaker in each of the Gebete is the officiating augur; in No. 
149, an am6l mftr bftrl; but it is not to be doubted that the 
king himself inspired the inquiry. I simply ascribed the inquiry, 
.for short, to the reigning king. It is dated on the 23d of Nisan 
in the eponymy of Marlarim. Surely Asurb&nipal was then 
already king of Assyria . That Samassumukin sent the inquiry 
may be true enough, and I have no objection to that view. But 
if he had not already taken the hands of Bftl by the 23d of Nisan, 
he could count none of the eponymy of Marlarim as his first year. 
If he took the hands of Bftl next day, the eponymy of Marlarim 
could only be his “accession year.” That is all I argued for. 
Even so, I see no reason to doubt that my way of putting it was 
literally correct. To say that Samassumukin sent the inquiry 
does not contradict the statement that Asurb&nipal sent it, if they 
acted in harmony. There is no reason to suppose independent 
action on Samassumukin’s part, and if Asurb&nipal merely con¬ 
sented to the sending of the inquiry, there is no falsity in saying 
he sent it. Even where the inquiry is about a mftr-sarru sa 
bit ridttti, I see no objection to saying the king sent the 
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inquiry. Of course, Maspero’s statement that the reply to No. 
149 was unfavorable is mere conjecture; so is the assumption that 
it was favorable. All that can be deduced from No. 149 is that 
Samassumukin had not yet taken the hands of B6l, nor gone to 
Babylon. Of course, once Samassumukin had taken the hands 
of B^l, for all dates his accession would be reckoned earlier, so as 
to allow no interregnum. Men probably dated all through the 
Nisan of Marlarim as in his reign. Only, they also dated the 
next eponymy as the first year of Samassumukin. What is there 
to prevent a man asking a god for permission to do a thing which 
it is improbable will be granted? Mr. Godbey appears to think 
that because Samassumukin prayed, “let it be done,” Maspero 
and I are debarred from thinking it improbable that he would 
get his request. It is just because he asked that I think it 
improbable. If there was no difficulty about it, sentimental or 
practical, why ask permission? It is to be noted that B6l is not 
asked, but Samas. It is still very obscure to me why Samas was 
so much consulted by Esarhaddon and his sons, not B&1 or Asur. 
There are some similar Gebete to other gods, but for some reason 
Samas appears in an overwhelming importance at this period. 
Why was this? Which Samas was it? 

Now, the Babylonian Chronicle does say that “in the month 
of Aarfl B6l and the gods of Akkad set out from Assyria and on 
the 11th of Aarfl entered into Babylon.” That was in the sattu 
rfis Samassumukin. On my view, the sattu r6s was the 
eponymy of Marlarim, and I imagine the answer to the above 
inquiry to have been partly “yes,” partly “no.” It allowed both 
Bfil and Samassumukin to go, almost at once, to Babylon, which 
they entered three weeks later. But I believe it said “no” to the 
request that Samassumukin might take the hands of Bfil in 
Assyria. I believe he did not do that till Nisan of the next 
year. If he had taken the hands of B$1 in Assyria, this was his 
first year, not the sattu r6s. If Esarhaddon died in 669 B. C., 
the rest of that year was the sattu r6s of both Asurbftnipal in 
Assyria and Samassumukin in Babylon, if both came to their 
thrones before the year and eponymy were out. If each came to 
the throne in the Nisan of Marlarim 668 B. C., then the first 
three months of 668 B. C. were in the sattu r£s of each king* 
and so the whole of the eponymy of Marlarim would have been 
their first year. I believe that was the case with Asurbftnipal* 
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but I think No. 149 shows it was not so for Samassumukin. He 
had not taken the hands of B6l by the 23d. I believe he did 
not do so till B$1 and he were both in Babylon. I expect that 
he did not do so till the next Nisan. In that case, all the time 
after Esarhaddon’s death, up to Nisan in the eponymy of Gab- 
baru, was an accession year, though it exceeded twelve months. 
Hence 667 B. C. would be his first year; and that is what the 
Ptolemaic Canon makes it. I cannot find that any document 
implies that 668 B. C. was his first year. Does Mr. Godbey 
mean that? I am not sure that he does. 

All the evidence that Mr. Godbey brings only shows that B$1 
returned early in the reign. If Samassumukin waited till the 
next Nisan before he took the hands of Bel, though he had been 
nearly eleven months (perhaps twelve, if there was a second 
Adar) in Babylon, still Bel would have come to Babylon in sattu 
res Samassumukin. In S 1 Samassumukin puts Bel’s return in 
his reign, ina pal&su, and says that Ezida had gone to ruin in 
the pale of the kings who preceded him, and that he renewed it 
ina palea. Hence we cannot press palti to mean “first year,” 
or even “beginning of reign.” The wording in L 5 is identical. 
In S 8 Asurbftnipal says that Marduk had dwelt in Assyria ina 
pale of a former king, but ina time palia entered Babylon. 
Therefore for him palti cannot mean “first year,” or even “begin¬ 
ning of reign.” When he says, L 4 , that it was ina mabre palia, 
he must mean in his “first year.” Hence the return took place 
in the eponymy of Marlarim. If he narrates events in strict order, 
Samassumukin did take the hands of Bel before he left Assur, but 
that may be a desire to place the most important event first. Even 
granting that this was the case, it was not at the very beginning 
of Marlarim’s eponymy, and hence his could not be the “first 
year” for Samassumukin. Where then I argue that Samassumu- 
kln’s reign began a year later than Asurb&nipal’s, I merely mean 
that, while the latter’s first year coincided with the eponymy of 
Marlarim, the former’s first was that of Gabbaru. Both were 
doubtless king before, as our Edward VII.’s accession took place 
some time after he was king. 

My placing of AsurmukinpalGa at JJarran was a slip due to a 
misreading of ADD., 1053. With all the deductions of Mr. God- 
bey’s paper I agree, except where he would invalidate my chro¬ 
nology, or make Samassumukin an elder brother. I venture to 
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add a few remarks on the paper on “The Kftpu.” I did not 
mean that every kGpu was a mere temple official; only that the 
temple k6pu had certain duties. I quite think that Mr. Godbey 
has shown that the kGpu discharged all the functions attributed 
to him, and I had already given him different titles according to 
the positions held by him. The term “steward” suits many of 
them very well. A magistrate is clearly unsuitable if we mean 
simply a judge, but I rather used the word as answering to magis¬ 
terial powers, such as exacting dues and fixing rents. The preserva¬ 
tion of law and order was not in my mind, but I freely admit the 
term was unfortunate. 

Is it quite certain that all the ideograms given for ^6pu really 
apply? With the great variety of meanings for TIL I rather 
hesitate to accept the meaning “one who prolongs life.” Could 
not TIL.LA.GID.DA mean “him of the long rod,” with refer¬ 
ence to a wand of office, perhaps originally a measuring-rod? He 
was a rural rather than an urban official, as dealing with villages 
and farms rather than cities; what we mean by rural districts. 
Even when he ruled in a city his duties were rural rather than 
municipal. Mr. Godbey shows that. I am afraid that Br. 5752 
was wrong in giving AL.LA.GID.DA as an ideogram for kftpu, 
the first sign is clearly LIL, not AL; see Delitzsch, HWB ., 
under k6pu. It is also to be noted that K. 4230, 19, CT., XII, 

p.42, gives IS. AL.KAK.AG.A as mab&su sa.Hence 

I take AL.KAK-a-am to be the same as AL.KAK-am in Bu. 
91-5-9, 509, 1. 8, and as AL.KAK in 1. 10 of the same text 
where it is preceded by §E, CT., VIII, p. 30. Consequently I 
think we are to read aldu, and a Id am for the accusative in the 
Code. I agree that it implies “means for cultivation,” but as it is 
coupled with corn, cattle, provender, it seems to me that “tools,” 
or better “implements,” is not too restricted. It may include 
wagons, as well as hoes, mattocks, plows, and perhaps watering- 
machines. I think the occurrence of isu before AL.DA in 
K. 4230 implies “wooden” instruments originally, but the term 
might be applied to similar instruments of metal, in later use. 

With respect to SA.GAL, ukullu, it occurs in a list of 
amounts of corn served out for different classes of persons, female 
weavers, for the SAL zikrum (c/. Code, §178, etc.), for the 
Sutean watchman of the corn-field (on the principle “set a thief 
to catch a thief”), for the boatmen, etc., Bu. 88-5-12, 247, 1. 7 


Digitized by LjOOQLC 




Assvbiologioal Notes 


241 


( CT VIII, 21). Hence I combined with the reference in the 
Code and concluded it must be food for the cattle, “provender,” 
which Mr. Godbey approves. I also think it might include the 
food of the servants put at the occupier’s disposal. He was per¬ 
haps a metayer tenant, or something like an English bailiff on a 
farm which the owner cannot let—a sort of caretaker. 

In conclusion, I may be permitted to say that I have rarely 
read Assyriological papers which seemed so fair or gave me so 
much pleasure. 
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By Christopher Johnston, 

Johns Hopkins University. 

The text Bu. 91-5-9, 210, published in Harper’s Letters (No. 
403 ), 1 presents several points of interest. The pithy proverbs so 
appositely quoted (obv. 1L 4-7, 14-15), and its general tone of 
contemptuous ’sarcasm, give it a distinct individuality among 
Assyrian letters, and reveal something of the personal character¬ 
istics of the writer, who evidently possessed a certain grim sense 
of humor. It proceeds from a king of Assyria, unquestionably of 
the Sargonide dynasty, and is addressed to a people called the 
“non-Babylonians,” which means, as shown by the context, that 
they have presumed to style themselves Babylonian citizens, 
although they possess no just claim to the name. They have, 
moreover, aggravated their offense by bringing lying accusations 
against the king’s faithful servants, 2 and the king intimates that, 
though for the present they have crept into a warm nest, they 
may find it ere long altogether too warm for comfort. These 
allusions seem to leave little doubt as to the personality of the 
writer and the occasion by which the letter was called forth. 

When Babylon was destroyed by Sennacherib in 689 B. C., 
its inhabitants were driven from their possessions and scattered 
throughout the country. The land about the city, thus left vacant, 
was promptly seized upon by the Chaldeans of Bit-Dakkuri, who 
appear to have occupied it unmolested during the remainder of 
Sennacherib’s reign. Esarhaddon, however, completely reversed 
his father’s policy in regard to Babylon. At the very beginning 
of his reign he undertook to rebuild the city, to gather its dis¬ 
persed people, and to restore them to their former possessions, 
with all their ancient rights and privileges. 8 This could hardly 
have been very welcome news to the interlopers from Bit-Dakkuri 
and their king, Samas-ibni, who doubtless conceived themselves 
rather unjustly treated. With the destruction of Babylon and 
the exile of its inhabitants the latter had necessarily lost all their 
civil rights, and their land had thus become ownerless. The 

1 Part IV, pp. 420, 421. 2 Presumably the real Babylonians. 

3 Cf. BA ., Ill, p. 252, 11. 18 aqq. 
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people of Bit-Dakkuri could hardly have taken possession of it 
without at least the tacit consent of Sennacherib, and they must 
have considered that their occupation of it for so long a time gave 
them a prescriptive right to it. If then Babylon was to be restored 
to its former position, it was fitting, they doubtless argued, that 
they themselves, as loyal subjects of Assyria, should reap the 
benefits of the fact, rather than the former rebels who had been 
expelled by Esarhaddon’s father. It is hardly conceivable that 
they should have yielded up the lands without some sort of protest, 
and it is more than probable that, in any communication they may 
have addressed to the king upon the subject, they would assume 
for themselves the status of Babylonian citizens. From their own 
point of view they were justly entitled to advance such a claim, as 
the actual occupants of the land, and it is likely that they would 
enlarge upon their own loyalty and protest against the restoration 
of the former inhabitants, whom they would naturally represent 
as outlaws justly punished for their rebellion against Assyria. 
That their statement of the case against the exiled Babylonians 
may have been somewhat highly colored need excite no surprise. 

To Esarhaddon, however, the matter wore a very different 
aspect. As the divinely appointed restorer of Babylon, his mis¬ 
sion included the complete rehabilitation, of the former inhabi¬ 
tants, and this could hardly be effected without dispossessing the 
Chaldean settlers. It was true that the wrath of Marduk had 
been kindled for a season against his people, but they had now 
sufficiently expiated their sin, 4 and those who had taken advantage 
of their distress to seize upon their property must now be forced 
to disgorge their ill-gotten gains. Of course, back of all this lay 
well-defined motives of worldly policy. The ruthless destruction 
of the Holy City by Sennacherib and his profanation of its shrines 
had sent a thrill of horror through western Asia, and had added a 
large item to the long account against Assyria. The restoration 
of Babylon was an assurance of a milder policy, and doubtless 
tended to promote a better feeling throughout the empire. Bui 
more especially, Esarhaddon needed the support of the city as a 
bulwark against Elamite aggression. A new Babylon peopled by 
its former inhabitants who, relieved from a wretched exile, had 
every reason to bless the king as their deliverer, might well serve 
this purpose. But a new Babylon peopled largely by Chaldeans, 

4 of. BA ., in, pp. 218-20, col. i, 1. 7-col. ii, 1.18. 
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who had on many occasions shown themselves more friendly to 
Elam than to Assyria, was quite another matter. Under these 
circumstances the people of Bit-Dakkuri were likely to receive a 
rather curt reply to their remonstrances, and the sequel is told in 
the annals of Esarhaddon: 

I ravaged the Chaldean territory of Blt-Dakkuri, the foe of Babylon. 
I captured Samas-ibni [their king], a wicked wretch who feared not the 
name of the lord of lords, but seized by force the lands of the people of 
Babylon and Borsippa, and converted them to his own use. Because I 
fear Bftl and Nabtl I restored those lands to the people of Babylon and 
Borsippa and placed Nabtl-sallim, son of Balasu, upon the throne 5 as 
my vassal. 6 

The text under consideration harmonizes well with all the 
attending circumstances, and I believe that it is the answer sent 
by Esarhaddon to the remonstrances of the people of Blt-Dakkuri. 
The letter may be translated as follows: 

TRANSLATION. 

The word of the king to the self-styled Babylonians! It is well with 
me! There is a popular saying current, to this effect: “The potter’s dog 
creeps into the oven; the potter makes up the fire.” Behold! you have 
turned yourselves into Babylonians, although indeed it is not true (that 
you are such), and you have made against my servants lying accusations 
which you and your lord have concocted. There is also a saying current: 
■“ Madam Gay at the judge’s door; Madam Judge to her pitcher.” The 
tablet (full) of windy words and of your complaints (?) which you have 
sent, I have put back in its seals and send it to you. If you say “ What 
answer does he make us?” (I reply): When I opened (your letter) and 
read (your words) that the “ Babylonians my loving servants have sent ” 
{I said) .... 

TRANSLITERATION. 

Obverse. 

1 amftt sarri 

ana 1ft am Bftbilft! 

Sulmu ftsi! 

ina batti sa pi nisft sakin 
5 umma: kalbu sa am paxftri 
ina libbi utflni ki erubu 
ana libbi am paxftru unampax. 
enna! attunu, ki 1ft kftn-ma, 
ramftnkunu ana am Bftbilft 
10 tutterft u dibbft 1ft dibbft, 

*Of Blt-Dakkuri. 

« KB., II, p. 146, 11.19 sqq.; cf. ibid., p. 128, II. 42 sqq. 
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sa attunu u belkunu tetepusft 
ana muxxi ardftniia saknfttunu. 
ina battima sa pi sakin 
umma: sal xaditu ina bftb bit am da’ftni; 
15 kasallasa assatu sa da’ftn. 
duppu sftrft u mexftnfttikunu 
sa taspurftni, ina kunukkftsa 
kl uteru, ultebilftkunusi. 
mindftma taqftbft 
20 umma: minft uteranasi 
ultu am BftbIlft 

Reverse. 

ardftniia u ra’imftniia 
isparflni, kl aptfl, altftsi: 
enna! tftbat ina reti iggurft xiddi 
sa. 


NOTES. 

Obverse. 

L. 2. 1ft Bftbllft, literally “the not Babylonians;” cf. obv. 11.8,9. 

L. 3. The omission of the usual formula of greeting libbakunu 
lfl tftbkunusi, or its equivalent, is .of course intentional and marks 
the contemptuous tone of the letter. 

L. 4. ina batti “round about,” “in circulation;” see below, 1. 13, 
and cf. ina batti annlti, K. 1189 (= Harper’s Letters No. 103), rev. 
10. The reduplicated form batti batti is more common; cf. Del., 
HW., 192 b. 

LI. 5-7. Literally “when the potter’s dog has entered the oven, the 
potter makes up the fire therein.” The sense of the proverb is that those 
who place themselves in situations where they have no business to be 
may find the consequences unpleasant. The application is clear. 

L. 8. kl 1ft kftn-ma. For kftnu in this meaning compare Del., 
HW., 321 b. 

L. 10. dibbft 1ft dibbft, literally “words (which are) no words,” 
i. e., false, lying words. The same expression occurs in K. 625 (= Har¬ 
per’s Letters No. 131), rev. 11. 7, 8. 

L. 11. belkunu, i. e., Samas-ibni. 

L. 14. sal xaditu, literally “the gay lady;” cf. the French fille 
de joie. 

L. 15. kasalla “pitcher.” In V R. 42, 10, KA.SAL.LA occurs in 
a list of vessels with the determinative DUK = karpatu. It seems to 
mean “the wide-mouthed vessel,” and KA.DAGAL.LA immediately 
follows. For §AL = rap&su, cf. Del., HW. y 422a, 626a. The meaning 
and application are the same as in the proverb cited above (11. 5-7). If 
the “gay lady” ensnares the judge and undertakes to invade his home, 
his legitimate spouse is likely to repulse the intruder by drenching her 


Digitized by LjOOQLC 




246 


Hebbaica 


with water. The grave character of the judge lends special point to the 
proverb, which may be based upon some popular story. 

L. 16. This line presents some difficulty. I have taken IM.ME& = 
sftrfi as meaning “windy, empty words.” mexftn&ti is perhaps to be 
connected with mextt “storm,” and in this case would properly mean 
“howlings” or something similar. 

L. 17. kunukkGsa. I take kunukkfc as meaning the clay envel¬ 
ope, impressed with seals, in which Assyrian tablets were sometimes 
incased. 

L. 21. ultu is here a conjunction, “when, as soon as.” 

Reverse . 

L. 2. isparflni “they have sent.” Beside the usual preterite ispur, 
sap&ru also forms a preterite ispar. The following examples are to 
be found in Harper’s Letters: aspar, No. 342, rev. 19; ispartlnisu, 
No. 158, 21; lisparflni, Nos. 170, rev. 16; 196,18; 388, rev. 2; 414,19. 

altAsi = alt6si, from sastl; for the occurrence of s instead of s in 
Assyrian texts cf. Del., Gram., §46. The construction is ultu . . . ., 
ki aptfl, alt6si “when, having opened (your letter), I read (your 
words).” I take the clause am BabllA —isparflni as the object of 
alt&sl, and regard it as a quotation from the letter addressed to the 
king by the people of Blt-Dakkuri. 

L. 3. I have thought it best to leave this line untranslated, as the 
context is obscured by the obliteration of the remainder of the text. 
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ZU DEM BERICHTE ttBER DTE NIEDERLAGE 
DER TURKOMANEN BEI KAIRO. 


Von Samuel Poznanski, 

Warschau. 

Dieser Bericht, den Greenstone nach einer Handschrift der 
Geniza edirt hat, ist sowohl in sachlicher, als auch in formaler 
Hinsicht von ausserordentlichem Interesse. Es ist dies zunachst, 
wie der Herausgeber richtig bemerkt, eins der wenigen hebrfl- 
ischen poetischen Erzeugnisse, das ein Ereignis profaner Ge- 
schichte besingt, und dann zeigt es von Neuem, dass die Paj^anim 
auch in Egypten heimisch waren und hier Nachahmer fanden. 
Allerdings lassen sich Spuren synagogaler Poesieen in Egypten 
schon im VIII. Jahrhundert nachweisen; 1 ebenso hat vielleicht 
Saadja Gaon manche seiner Hymnen noch in seinem Vaterlande, 
am Nil, im ersten Viertel des X. Jahrhundert, verfasst, aber 
doch erhalten wir erst hier zum ersten Mai ein Poem, das ganz im 
Stile des Pijut gehalten ist. 

Mehr aber noch als Form und Inhalt interessirt uns der Ver- 
fasser, DTttC p pCTT p pOPI HW fTabffl, “Salomo ha-Kohen 
ben Josef, ein Enkel der Geonim,” den nun Greenstone ganz 
richtig aus der Familie der palftstinensischen Geonim stammen 
l&sst. Dass nun dieser Salomo, der in seiner Eigenschaft als 
Mitglied des Gerichtshofes des Exilarchen David b. Daniel in 
Fostftt im Jahre 1092 ein Dokument als “CV 'TO "jnSH TObo 
b"2T riarwm 28 unterzeichnet, zu dieser Familie geh6rt, habe 
ich bereits in meiner Abhandlung tlber Efraim ben Schemarja 
vermutet. 2 Wahrscheinlich aber scheint mir eine weitere Ver- 
mutung Greenstone’s zu sein, dass unser Salomo ein Sohn des 
von Daniel b. Azarja verdrftngten Josef gewesen, und dass er 
mithin ein Enkel des Salomo b. Jehuda, des ersten Gaon Palfl- 
stinas gewesen. In der That scheint dieser Josef niemals das 
Amt eines Gaon bekleidet zu* haben, musste sich mit der Rolle 
eines y~ IV2 28 neben Daniel begntlgen und wird tlberhaupt 
nur eine untergeordnete Rolle gespielt haben. Greenstone er- 
wahnt ein Geniza-Fragment im Besitze D. W. Amram’s, in dem 
nur Salomo und sein Sohn Elia als Geonim figuriren, Josef dagegen 
nur als b&OtfT bD b’J3 yi 28 genannt wird. Nun habe 
auch ich inzwischen ein ahnliches Geniza-Fragment aus dem 

1 Vgl. Steiuschneider, Zeitschrift filr JEgypt. Sprache, 1879, pp. 9-1-96; Magazin fUr d. 
Wissenschaft d. Judenthums , 1879, pp. 250-54. 

2 Revue des etudes juives, XLVIII, p. 166, n. 3. 
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British Museum edirt, 8 in dem unser Josef fiberhaupt nicht ange- 
ftthrt wird, und auch in der sogenannten Ebiatar-Megillo wird 
eigentlich nicht ausdrficklich angegeben, dass Josef seinem Vater 
Salomo in Gaonat gefolgt sei. 4 Ich glaube aber auch noch einen 
positiven Beweis erbringen zu kfinnen, dass Salomo, der Verfasser 
des von Greenstone edirten Poems, ein Sohn Josef’s TT2 2K 
und ein Enkel Salomo Gaons gewesen ist. In der interessanten 
Ketuba fiber die Heirat des genannten Exilarchen David b. 
Daniel mit einer Karfterin aus dem Jahre 1081 befindet sich 
unter den Zeugen auch ein ■p bX"^ b5 b*J3 . . . . 

b"T -p&C PTiblO. 1 Da nun, wie aus dem Geniza-Fragment des 
Herm Amram sich ergiebt, Josef auch als bD blD "pi IV2 
bsmr bezeichnet wird, so unterliegt es keinem Zweifel, dass der 
obige Zeugenname in b'JJ yH HP3 3S [“CT 'TO * ( n5n Hobo] 
b"T Pittb® “O bsP'iE' bs zu erganzen, und dass darunter 

unser Autor zu verstehen ist.® 

Greenstone nimmt also meiner Meinung ganz richtig an, dass 
Josef wahrscheinlich nicht alt gestorben, dass sein Sohn Salomo 
bei dem Tode des Vaters noch sehr jung gewesen ist, und dass 
das Gaonat infolge dessen nach dem Tode Daniel b. Azarja’s im 
Jahre 1062 auf Elia, den Bruder Josefs, fibergegangen ist. Salomo 
dagegen muss dann nach Egypten ausgewandert sein, wo er im 
Jahre 1077 unser Poem verfasst, im Jahre 1081 die genannte 
Ketuba unterzeichnet und im Jahre 1092 als Mitglied des 
Gerichtshofes des David b. Daniel funktioniert hat. Dass er 
Anschluss an David gesucht hat, trotzdem sein Vater Josef von 
Daniel, dem Vater David’s, vom Gaonat verdr&ngt wurde, soil 
uns weiter nicht wundern, da Josef sich mit seiner Lage ausge- 
sfihnt zu haben scheint. Salomo aber muss in Egypten eine 
immer ansehnlichere Rolle gespielt haben, denn wir finden ihn 
dann als ITfcO, als Schulhaupt, in Fostftt. 7 Ueberhaupt 

war der Verkehr zwischen der palftstinensischen Geonim-Familie 
und Fost&t ein sehr reger, und wir finden hier mehrere Nach- 
kommen dieser Familie auch im XII. Jahrhundert, nach Auf- 
hfiren des palastinensischen Gaonats, wo man ihnen zu * Ehren 
Verzeichnisse der verstorbenen Mitglieder angelegt hat. 8 

a Revue des ftudesjuives , LI, pp. 52 sqq. * S. ibid ., p. 54, n. 3. 

5S. JQR ., XIII, p. 221, und R$J ., XLVIII, loc. cit. 

6 Einer wenn auch unbedeutender Beweis fttr die ZugehOrigkeit unseres Salomo zu der 
Geonim-Familie kann vielleicht auch die Schreibung ClCirP sein, die auch sonst bei dieser 
Familie vorkommt. 

7 Vgl. JQR., XVIII, p. 14, u. R£j., LI, p. 57 (wo aber irrttlmlich der Titel rQ' r © ,i rV 2K 
auf Salomo, anstatt auf seinen Vater Josef, bezogen wird; der Titel rQ"'®' 1 ?"! ’©X"! aber 
kann sich nur auf Salomo bcziehen, da Josef, wie sich aus den bishcrigen Darlegungon 
ergiebt, nie Schulhaupt gewesen). 

s Vgl. R&J., LI, p. 55. 
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THE ETYMOLOGY OF MOHEL, CIRCUMCISER. 1 

By Paul Haupt, 

Johns Hopkins University.. 

Circumcision 2 is practiced by about 200 millions, i. e. nearly 
one-eighth of the entire population of the world, the aggregate 
number of all the inhabitants of our planet amounting to about. 
1520 millions. This ancient rite is still observed, not only by 
the Jews and the Mohammedans, but also by a great many Afri¬ 
can tribes, Australians, certain Malay and some American Indian 
tribes. In the Temple legend explaining the origin of circum¬ 
cision, which we find in the fifth chapter of the Book of Joshua, 
enlarged by a number of successive harmonizing additions, 3 the 
oldest stratum, 4 i. e. the Judaic document (about 850 B. c.) states: 
At that time Jhvh said to Joshua: Make thee stone-knives, and 
circumcise the Israelites; and Joshua made him stone-knives, and 
circumcised the Israelites at the Hill of the Foreskins. After 
the whole population had been circumcised, they remained there 
in camp till they were healed. Jhvh said to Joshua: This day 
have I rolled off from you the reproach of Egypt; and the name 
of that place was called Gilgal and so remains to this day. 3 

Among certain Polynesian and African tribes circumcision is, 
as a rule, performed in a special locality, and the circumcised are 
kept apart from the rest of the tribe before and after the opera¬ 
tion. In the same way it would seem that the ancient Israelites, 
at least the tribe of Benjamin or some of its clans, performed the 
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rite of circumcision (which probably marked the initiation into 
manhood and the acquirement of the full rights of citizenship) at 
the ancient sanctuary of Gilgal, and the circumcised remained 
there till they were healed. The foreskins were buried there; 5 
hence the name Hill of the Foreskins. 

The employment of a stone-knife for the purpose of circum¬ 
cision represents a survival of the stone age, just as the use of 
the primitive ram’s horn (Heb. shoftir) in the service of the 
modern synagogue is the continuation of an ancient usage. The 
Egyptians performed circumcision with stone-knives. In Egypt 
circumcision was regarded as a mark of civilization, just as shav¬ 
ing in Rome from the time of Scipio Africanus (about 200 b. c.) 
to the time of Hadrian (about 100 a. d. ) the barba prom-ism 
being, among the upper classes, a sign of mourning. By the 
institution of circumcision at Gilgal the reproach of Egypt 
(that the Israelites were unclean,® because uncircumcised) was 
rolled away. The expression gallOthi I have rolled away 

represents a popular etymology of the name Gilgal, just as the 
explanation of the name Babel as meaning confusion in the 
legend of the Tower of Babel 7 or the derivation of the name 
Purim in the Book of Esther from a word pfir lot / Gilgal does 
not mean rolling off, but it is a reduplicated form of gal stone- 
heap. Numerous cromlechs are still found in Palestine, especially 
in the region east of the Jordan. 

In the ancient legend Exod. 4 , 24-26, which is derived from 
the old Judaic document, we read that Jhvh came upon Moses at 
the halting-place and sought to kill him; but Zipporah took a 
flint, cut off the foreskin of her son, and touched therewith 
Moses’ 9 membrum virile , saying: Now thou art a ‘bloody bride¬ 
groom.’ Young men were originally circumcised prior to their 
marriage. The circumcision of infants is a later substitution for 
the more severe and more dangerous operation at the age of 
puberty. The Hebrew term tor bridegroom, “I“H xath&n means 
originally circumcised, and the word for father-in-law, Heb. 1H 
x o t h £ n : circa mriser. 1 " 

The modern Hebrew term for eircumciser is bnr* moh6l. 
The post-Biblical verb *~ m 2 mahdl 11 is a secondary modification 
of the Biblical verb b T2 mtil 12 to circumcise , 13 which is a denomi¬ 
native verb derived from bV- m6l front — mftl = ma’ftl, 14 from 
blX to be in front;™ cf. Arab. auualu first.™ Thus bnTJ 
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moh6l circumciser , b"N$ Ail 17 ram , and b72n8 ethm6i yester¬ 
day go back to the same root. The verb b T2 to circumcise is a 
privative denominative (cf. our to skin an animal, to stone raisins, 
to sprout potatoes, to bone a ham, to worm a dog, &c.) meaning 
to remove the front , i. e. to cut off the foreskin, the hood of skin 
covering the head of the membrum virile; cf. our to cap — to 
deprive of the cap and the German happen = French dder; also 
to crop— to take off the crop (i. e. top, head) of a plant. Heb. 
b n tf 6il 17 denotes the ram as the leader of the flock, German 
Leithammel — bell-wether. Heb. bT2H8 ethm6l = Syr. /]'* 
= Assyr. itimftli (for ittim&li, intim&li) = ina timftli; 19 cf. 
Assyr. immatima (Syr. for ina rnatima; issurri for 

ina surri at the moment (HW 435. 512); iss&ssftmi ,9 = ina 
s&lsi timi = Heb. Dlsb'vD silsbm (for the quiescing of the / cf. 
our half p(dm, calf &c.). The K in bVIHX is not prosthetic, 
as in J'TTK for dirft' arm, but a remnant of the preposition 

ina which is preserved also in Ethiopic A7H : $nz& = Heb. PITS, 21 

Alflrt: £nb6la = n b22L ; cf. below, p. 253, 1. 20. In Syr. 

(® "pPCSj 2 ” last year , on the other hand, which is a compound 

of year 22 and past (cf. Arab. Lelc. 'ftman Auuala 

last year) the fct is prosthetic, just as in ^L*,) he drank , &C. 28 
For ,»Ivi\ 2 * next year (lit. for the revived , part. pass. Aphel of 
; see Crit. Notes on Daniel, SBOT, p. 28, 1. 14) cf. Heb. 
rFH Gen. 18 , 10. 14; 2 K 4 , 16. (6 renders in Gen. 18 , 

10. 14 correctly ek &pa <?, i. e. next year (Plut. Pericl. 13); in 
2 K 4 , 16: w r7 &pa £a>aa ; but 3 has in Gen. 18 , 10. 14: vita 
comite , and in 2 K 4 , 16: si vita comes fuerit . 

Assyr. timftlu means originally front , then past , just as Assyr. 
maxru and Heb. D"p mean front and past, while Assyr, arkatu 
= Heb. Eth. : dexr mean back and future. 25 

The final m in Eth. : t£m&l£m is a remnant of DT i6m 

day, just as Heb. DVcb'JJ sils6m is a compound of DV day and 
yCbw three, Assyr. ina s&lsi flmi or contracted: issastimi; 19 
cf. above, 1. 13. 

While bl"in, t£m6l yesterday means originally front in the 
sense of past , b n K ail 17 ram means ‘fronter’ in the sense of 
leader, and bnV- moh6l circumciser: ‘fronter’ in the privative 
sense of removing the iront, i. e. cutting off the foreskin. 
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Notes. 

(1) Presented at the meeting of the American Oriental Society, April 
18, 1906. 

(2) Cf. H. H. Ploss, Geschichtliches und Ethnologisches ilber Kna - 
benbeschneidung (Leipzig, 1885); W. Ebstein, Die Medizin im Alten 
Testament (Stuttgart, 1901) pp. 152-157; Carl Alexander, Die hygien- 
ische Bedeutung der Beschneidung (Breslau, 1902). 

(3) See the translation of Joshua in the Polychrome Bible (New York, 
1899) p. 7 and the explanatory notes on pp. 61. 62. 

(4) See Joh. Hollenberg in Theol. Studien und Kritiken , 1874, pp. 
493 ff.; Stade, ZAT 6,133. 

(5) The Wakikuyu bury the foreskins; the circumciser digs holes in 
the ground with a pointed stick, and then the foreskins are buried in 
front of the circumcised; see ZAT 6, 140. 

(6) Cf. Gen. 43, 32; Herod. 2,41. Arab. t&hara to circum¬ 

cise means originally to cleanse, to purify (ZAT 6,134, n. 1). In the 
Old Testament, circumcision symbolizes purification, and fib*® 'orl&h 
(piur. nib* 1 ? = Asssyr. urulftt i; cf. HW 533 b , below) is synonymous with 
impurity and imperfection. 

(7) Cf. Stade, Reden und Abhandlungen (Giessen, 1899) pp. 274-280. 

(8) See my address on Purim in the Journal of Biblical Literature , 
vol. 25 (1906) part 1. 

(9) According to Eduard Meyer’s suggestive paper Die Mosesagen 
und die Lewiten (Berlin, 1905) p. 5 (Proceedings of the Royal Academy 
of Berlin, June 22, 1905) the suffix in ffil ‘T'ljHb to his feet , which is a 
euphemism for membrum virile, refers, not to Moses, but to Jhvh; this 
interpretation, however, seems to me impossible. Jhvh is wroth, because 
Moses had not been circumcised before his marriage. Zipporah touches 
Moses’ membrum with the bloody foreskin of her son, so that Moses 
looks as though he had just been circumcised, like a ‘bloody bridegroom.’ 
Jhvh is deceived by Zipporah’s stratagem and forbears to slay Moses for 
the non-observance of the prescribed tribal rite. 

(10) See my remarks in vol. 3 of this Journal (January, 1887) 
p. 108, n. 4. 

(11) The term blffi2 (Is. 1,22) in Isaiah’s preaching *of repentance 

during Sennacherib’s invasion (b. c. 701) is not connected with the post- 
Biblical biTJ t° circumcise . The meaning vinum castratum (Duhm, 
Marti, Ges.-Buhl 14 )* is impossible. Castration and circumcision are two 
very different operations, and circumcision cannot symbolize deteriora¬ 
tion; see above, n. 6. Barth’s combination of blPPJ with the Tal¬ 
mudic bflTJ > which has been adopted by NOldeke and Cheyne, is pre¬ 
ferable. But we must not read bnV2 (Cheyne: thick juice) instead of 
fft birrs , or bibs, following ® arcs SUE, 3 mixturn est aqua (ffi v 
oi KairqXoi crov fiiayovai tov otvov & is 

*Hitzig, Die prophetischen BUcher des AT (Leipzig, 1854) p. 2, translated: Dein Silber 
ist Schlacke geworden % dein We in entmannt durch Wasser. 
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an explanatory gloss, bln"- means dreggish, feculent, ropy, amur- 
cou8;* cf. Lat. amurca (or amurga — afxopyrj) and our marc (=French 
marc de raisins, marc de caf€) i. e. the refuse matter which remains 
after the pressing of wine, fruit, &c. (German Trester, Treber; Wein - 
trester, Oliventrester, &c.). The primitive meaning of bliTD is sedi- 
mental, from btTQ (Syr. Vtuc) to subside = b"D to rest; see above, 
p. 199. The Talmudic term bpfil- (also bnT2)** means especially crude 
olive oil before it is separated from the water and the settlings (dregs of 
olives, marc; Syr. lL^aho,f modern Greek ^ov^Xa). It is also used of the 
fluid (not pus!) which runs from a putrescent corpse (so, too, Arab. 

muhl, &c.). For the connection of Syr. Sow© with and 

bre cf. the use the reflexive stem Soudz) ithb&hll min in the 
sense of having peace from, being no longer harrassed by; see the dis¬ 
cussion of the phrase UQBB Dbn^l 2 Chr. 32, 22 in § 7 of my paper 
on bn: to r0S t (above, p. 197). 

(12) See my remarks in this Journal, vol. 20, p. 171,1. 8. 

(13) JM Db'EK in * 118 means I shall make them circumcise, i. e. 
we shall force them to (embrace Judaism and) submit to circumcision. 
We might say ive will trim them (German zurechtstutzen ). Antiochus 
Epiphanes (175-164 b. c.) had prohibited this rite (1 Macc. 1,48) but the 
Maccabean prince Johns Hyrcanus (135-104 b. c.) and his son and suc¬ 
cessor Aristobulus whose coronation is glorified in $ 2 (see this Journal, 
vol. 21, p. 139, 1. 3) imposed circumcision upon the Idumeans and the 
Itureans (i. e. the inhabitants of Northern Galilee); see Jos. Ant . xiii, 
9,1; 11, 3. Psalm 118 was written in 142 b. c. (AJSL 20, 170, n. 55; 
21,145, n. 43). 

(14) According to Lagarde, Probe einer neuen Ausgabe der latein- 
ischen Vbersetzungen des Alien Testaments (Gottingen, 1885) p. 48 bi E 
stands for m&l = m&’al = nbfcTJ phallus, from nbfct, just as we have 
b?*2 = !lbyi2, m pi2 — rnya > &c-t The verb nbx means to make oath, 

so that nbfctt: or bfcW, according to Lagarde’s explanation, would mean 
place or instrument of making oath (cf. "OT* T\FT\ "JT fcC“D"iD ; Gen. 
24,2; 47,29). This derivation is impossible. 

(15) See my paper Zur assyrischen Nominallehre in Beitrdge zur 
Assyriologie, vol. 1, p. 172 b . Just as b*R3 to circumcise is a denomina- 


•In Germany ropy wine is caUed lang, zdh , treicA, 6lig y schleimig, fadig. The Latin 
term is vinum fceculentum. Cf. my paper cited below, p. 260, at the end of n. 3. 

♦♦Cf. NOldeke, M and disc he Grammatik , p. 59. 


fSyr. |},^ is pronounced , with £ for ^ 

Jl; Eth. ! baa 1 mule toT cM-J bagl, C*}(\ ! 


= n; cf. Assyr. raggu eriZ = Heb. 
rdxba to hunger = A . r&giba 


= Assyr. gaxru small = ^jJuo g a g I r = 1^72; see KAT2,515,1.6; GGN, Ap.25,1883, 

p. 93, n. 7; Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 175, n. $. 


$Cf. also for for contrast Crit. Notes on Leviticus (SBOT) 

p. 30, 1. 39. See also below, p. 261, n. 18. 
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tive verb based on b"V- = blS -, a derivative of b*!S, so the Arabic 
verb ^Lo mfiua to provision is derived from kjj* mtLne = kj^j* 
m a’tine provisions , a derivative of “pH- This Arabic stem means to be 

comfortable , to rest tjl )* so kJ^o 

ma’tine (or kjyX mtine) means originally refreshments; cf. § 6 of my 
paper on b™ to rest (above, p. 196). The verb ^Lo corresponds to our 
colloquial to refresh = to lay in a fresh stock of provisions. To refresh 
means also to restore vigor , give new strength. Heb. therefore 
means vigor, virility; it means also wealth, i. e. comfortable, easy cir- 
cumstances (Arab, aun). For the contraction of kj*^o ma’tine 
to mtine cf. H'-V- for see Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) 

p. 201,1. 25. The in JT-W- is the conjunction u, and; cf. for 

T£}; see AJSL 19,9; Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 118, 1. 1. 

On p. 81 of my paper cited below, p. 260, n. 8,1 have pointed out that 
Arab. kiLc mfi’ne umbilical or hypochondriac region, peritoneal fat 
is identical with Assyr. mftnu (written munnu) and Syr. 
mfinai gfiuufi internal organs, bowels. Aram. m&nft = ma , n&, 

stem cf. Heb. vessel = ship; Assyr. unfit u, pi. unfiti, imple¬ 
ments. The Arabic verb ^Lo m fi ’ana to hit in the umbilical &c. region 
is, of course, a denominative verb just as ^jLo m fi n a to provision . Arab. 
&aa>o ma’inne sure sign means originally haruspication. 

Another denominative verb derived from a noun with prefixed in is 
Arab. mfithina to have an affection of the bladder (incontinence 

of mine, &c.) from Sulio math fine bladder , lit. place or organ of 
urinating (stem “p'o3). For yn-r;, which should be pointed 

Tps “pnSw (s° Simonis, 1757; cf. Geiger, Urschrift, p. 410) see Crit. 
Notes ou Kings, p. 166,1. 31. The Hithpael means to relieve oneself of 
urine. Heb. ■ppn 7 P 1 T 2 is an expression like the German Hosen- 
scheisser — a small boy;f it denotes a little boy (RV man child; but AV 
that pisseth against the wall) who urinates in this indecorous manner 
instead of covering his feet (i. e. squatting on his heels, sitting close to 
the ground), as a grown up person would do. Herod. 2, 35 says of the 
Egyptians: ovpiovai al fx.€V yuraiKCS opOai, oi 8c av8pc? KaTTfp.€VOi. The 
correct explanation that "Pp2 'pPtZJ/J denotes a small boy, was given 

♦The stem means also to be uncomfortable ; cf. Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 270,1.30. 
Tlio noun mn’Oiie moans therefore also discomfort , trouble (like Heb. Ayn, 

syn. bay) e. g. in the Paris edition of the Travels of Ibn BatOtah, vol. 2, p. 399; |JoxJ 
lilzam el-mu’n6 (or better ma’flnel owing to the great trouble (involved) in it. 
Arab. k^Lsi naliAhe means both liberality and stinginess. The Biblical name Noah 
may be connected with this word ; cf. n. 23 of my paper cited in n. 8. 

fin some parts of Germany the term Schisser is used in the same way, and the people 
who use it are entirely unconscious of the real meaning of the word, just as we do not hesi¬ 
tate to use the word shyster or the verb to cheat ( = French chier ); see my paper cited below, 
p. 260, at the end of n. 3. 
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by Louis de Dieu, of Leyden (1590-1642); see also the seventh edition 
(Leipzig, 1868) p. 905 of Gesenius , Heb. lexicon, edited by Dietrich; con¬ 
trast edd. 11-14. © renders: ovpuv irpos toTxov , 3 mingens ad parietem; 
but & "T, i. e. sexually mature, male adult, JT2 = sexual inter¬ 

course; cf. Assyr. lamAdu in Harper’s Code of ffammurabi (Chicago, 
1904) p. 54, 11. 69. 75. 6. £ has in 1 Kings 14, 10; 16, 10; 21, 

21 (cf. Gregorii Barhebraei gesta in Roediger’s Chrestomathia Syriaca , 
third edition, Halle, 1892, p. 48,1. 10) but in 1 S 25, 22. 34 we find 

7 7 « 

, which may be a corruption of . The Ethpeel of ^cZ 

«. V m. 7 

is , but cf. &c. Jensen, KB 6,140, 1. 7 explains us-tin 

(NE 14, 7) as a transitive(!) Ifta 'al of ""C {—to bepiss ). This is just 
as impossible as his idea (/. c p. 436) that “TV2"2 in “TVvTH is an 

Assyrian loanword. 

(16) Somederive Jjl auualu from Jlj uA’ala (auualu = au’alu); 
see Wright-De Goeje, vol. 1, p. 260, B. Cf. Heb. b*X1H to accept, be 
willing, undertake, resolve, lit. to front, to face; in the same way Assyr. 
max&ru means to front, to encounter, and to receive , to accept; cf. 
Arab. Jui qtibul front and JqAbila to accept. Heb. b*WPL 
however, may be derived from blX, just as we have H from “212 • 
The stem Jlj ua’ala means to flee, escape, take refuge . It is more 
natural to assume that Auualu stands for A’ualu. 

(17) For the monosyllabic pronunciation ail (like our aisle, German 
eil) not Ayil, see Johns Hopkins University Circulars, No. 163, p. 70 b ; 
Sievers, Metrische Studien (Leipzig, 1901) pp. 232-286; contrast ZDMG 
58, 523. 

(18) Also VicZ] and V^oZ (Noldeke, Syr. Or?, § 155, B). The 

final (which is silent; cf. Noldeke 2 , 50, A, 5; Brockelmann 2 , § 33) repre¬ 
sents the old genitive ending, dependent on the prefixed preposition in 
= Eth. en in en-zA and en-bAla. Syr. is more frequent than 

V^cZ. Note Marc 5,41: TaXi0a kov/a, var. kov/ai; see vol. 1 of this Jour¬ 
nal, p. 106, and vol. 20, p. 159 {ad Exod. 15, 2). 

(19) Cf. ZA 11, 352; 14, 346; 17, 389. 

(20) The final is silent; cf. above, n. 18. 

(21) Instead of en-zA we find in Ethiopic also ba-zA; see Dill- 
mann’s grammar, second edition, p. 371, 9. En-zA means also in 
spite of this , although; cf. Heb. HX72 be-z6th Lev. 26, 27; ip 27, 3. 
See Dillm. 2 , p. 371,1. 3 (contrast ibid. p. 427, below). Heb. 71T21 u-va- 
z£ Est. 2, 13 may mean and then (ffi nal Tore) = Eth. em-ze (Ges.- 
Buhl 14 , alsdann; andere: wann (or and thus, in this condition, i. e. 
after having been treated with cosmetics for twelve months. But *p2l 
u-ve-khAn Est. 4, 16 (ffi *<u Tore) = does not mean then (Ges.-Buhl 14 , so, 
so dann) but thus, i. e. after having fasted for three days and three nights; 
so, too, Eccl. 8 , 10, although G has again kcu totc ; see my translation of 
Ecclesiastes (Baltimore, 1905) p. 14. 
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(22) Heb. HDTD year, Assyr. sattu (for santu) means originally a 
change (of seasons) = a full round of seasons, i. e. the tropical year, the 
interval between one vernal equinox and the next. For the connection 
of fTC year with the name of the Moon-god, *XD (ZA 7,177, n. 1) and 
the Assyr. word for female, sinnistu (for sin-nis, i. e. month + sick) 
see Crit. Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 270, 1. 24* Sin moon (i. e. origi¬ 
nally a change of the moon, the beginning of a new monthly revolution) 
is a biconsonantal noun like ilu god , idu hand , isu existence; while 
sattu is a biconsonantal feminine like amtu handmaid, qastu bow, 
saptu lip . Assyr. sattu (= santu) means year; sittu (=sintu) 
sleep, suttu (=suntu) dream; the meaning of settu (S b 146) is 
uncertain (fem. of sedu?).f Cf. nftru river, niru yoke, nttru light, 
neru = 600; sftru wind, siru flesh, sflru bull , seru ("IHID) morning; 
see vol. 1 of this Journal, p. 178, n. 3. 

(23) See NOldeke, Syr. Gr. 2 , § 51; Brockelmann 2 , § 70; cf. Heb. DTKD 

stAim for (Ges.-Kautzsch 27 , §97, b, n. 1). 

(24) Also >*4*^ and (NOldeke, Syr. Gr. 2 , § 155, B). 

(25) See my Sumerische Familiengesetze (Leipzig, 1879) p. 15, n. 3. 

* Assyr. Sin moon seems to bo the first part of Arab. sinimm&r moon, Ac. If 

the word were ultimately Babylonian, we might combine the second part with Assyr. am&ru 
to see = Ethiopic a m m A r a to show. This stem appears in Arab. jj. Lo! im&re and 
t u ’ m 0 r siyn, way-mark. In Jer. 31, 21: ' '' ' 

opi-nan to® o':*;* “onin 

■qtb •'robn TH nbprb pab “'rip 

we must read O^TOI! instead of D^lYTOn; the second ^ is due to ditto£raphy; for “1 = 1 
cf. AJSL 30,158,1. 8 from the bottom, ffi rifitfUav read D^TQfi (from TVS); see Cornill, 
Das Buch Jeremia (Leipzig, 1905) p. 840. This D^TOn way-marks , guide-posts , however, 
must not be combined with "fiOn palm; it is a derivative of TDXt just as ‘JTDJ 
see my remarks on Cant. 3,6 (AJSL 19,1). Instead of we must point 

= rvnbnn (cf. inm, ymr\ for pann, and rvnbin stands for n , n , aKn 

(ZA 3, 60, n. 1) = ta’mur&ti; cf. riYipTQ for n"HQfch2 = ma’sir&ti. For "VOnt in the 
interpolation Jer. 10,5 point and for "1T3*P\ in the post-Ezilic addition Jud. 4,5: 

-njn. Assyr. temOru (HW 710, below) may stand for ta’mftra. For 8ee 

Beitrdge zur Assyriologie , vol. 3, p. 362, n. f; cf. Ges.*Kautzsch, §27, w. 

fSee JAOS 34,289, 1. 3. The word may be identical with 3ittu = §uttatu, from 
fiatfttu to be narrow , oppressed. 
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SEMITIC VERBS DERIVED FROM PARTICLES. 1 


By Paul Haupt, 

Johns Hopkins University. 

In note 25 to my paper on the Hebrew stem nah&l to rest, 
published in the April (1906) number of the American Journal 
of Semitic Languages, I have illustrated the formation of Semitic 
triconsonantal stems from biconsonantal roots by discussing some 
of the verbs based on the root b5 to hold, from which e. g . the 
three words nb5 kall&h. bride, SrbS kill Ah kidney, and D^bS 
kil’Aim* two are derived. The new, fourteenth edition of Gese- 
nius’ Hebrew lexicon (1905) states that the etymology of these 
terms is obscure; but kall&h bride denotes a girl who is held, 
i. e. tied, pledged, engaged, betrothed, affianced, 8 just as our word 
bride is connected with bride = bridle; cf. the French phrase 
brider quelqu'un par un contrat. Kili&h kidney means cap¬ 
suled, inclosed, referring to the capsules of the kidneys as well 
as to the fat in which the kidneys are embedded. 4 The dual 
kil’&im 2 two, which we find in the two well-known passages 
Lev. 19, 19; Deut. 22, 9, means originally a brace, i. e. two 
things firmly held together. According to Baentsch’s commentary 
on Leviticus 5 kil’^im 2 means scharf auseinanderzuhaltende 
Dinge; but Hb5 does not mean to keep apart. Originally D^bS 
kil’&im 2 denoted a brace, or pair, or couple (cf. ^jLjuL^ dif'&ni). 10 
The meaning two different kinds, a mixture of two heterogeneous 
things, is secondary. 

Lev. 19,19 states: Thou shalt not breed hybrids (e.g. mules) 
lit. thou shalt not cause two (animals of) different (species) to 
interbreed; thou shalt not sow thy field with hybrid seed, i. e. 
two different kinds of seed; nor put on a garment of hybrid 
material, i. e. linsey-woolsey, of which the warp is linen and the 
woof woolen. A mixture of oats and barley sown together is called 
in English: dredge — German Dreck; a mixture of rye and wheat 
is known as maslin or meslin; a crop of several species of grain 
grown together is termed in England: mangcom or mongcorn . 

For the sowing of a field with different kinds of seed we 
may compare the second couplet of the proverbial poem at the 
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end of the 28th chapter of the Book of Isaiah, where the poet 
(not Isaiah!) says of the plowman: 

Vnpi “sp yam rr:s nva-ox 
: nrarn -cki rren d«i 

I r i\ IV % it ; ■ | | 

Does he not, when the sin-face is leveled, 
sow broadcast fennel and cummin, 

And duly drill wheat there and broom-corn, 
while spelt is set out for its border? 7 

The proper term for a mixture of linen and wool is linsey, or 
rather tinsel, while iroolsey should be used for a mixture of wool 
and cotton. The Hebrew term for tinsel is sha'atn^z, 

which seems to be a foreign word. In Stade’s ZAT 20 , 37 Gold- 
ziher called attention to the fact that according to some Arabic 
lexicographers the sorcerers mixed cotton and wool for certain 
magical practices. In one of the cuneiform incantations of the 
magical texts known as the surpu series 8 a cord made of white 
w’ool and black wool (sip&ti pe$&ti, sip&ti $alm&ti) 9 is used 
for magical purposes. This mixed cord (Assyr. qH e^pu) 10 was 
supposed to break the evil spell, the curse of the gods. 

It is a mistake to suppose that all triconsonantal stems in 
Semitic are derived from biconsonantal roots, and that all bicon- 
sonantal roots had an a-vowel between the two consonants. There 
may have been primitive roots consisting of one, two, or three 
consonants. Words like Assyr. qH card" mu water , pH mouth 
are neither triconsonantal nor biconsonantal. 

In my paper on Denominative Verbs in Semitic, which I pre¬ 
sented at the meeting of the American Oriental Society on April 
z2, 1892, 12 I pointed out that Heb. PIDS pan&h to turn (cf. Arab. 

tau&jjaha, from uajh face) was a denominative 

verb, derived from pftnu, the masculine plural of pH month , 
while nn3 pat&h and mHS pat&h to open were derived from 
pfttu opening , the feminine plural of pH mouth , used in a meta¬ 
phorical meaning. 13 Heb. iT- n D3 p£nimah interior meant origi¬ 
nally forward; 14 a person who was rVM babb&ith, 2 i. e. inside 
or in the house, could say PP-T9 S3 b6 p£nimah come forward 
for come inside. 

In the Critical Notes on Kings (SBOT) 20 p. 210, 1. 20 I have 
shown that the meaning inside of rC22 babb&ith 2 is more 
primitive than the meaning in the house. The feminine form 
VT2 b&itli 2 house stands for b£th, bat, bft't and is connected 
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with the verb K12 b6 to enter 15 and the reduplicated form 
bAb (jute, originally entrance. The stem SO b6 to enters on 
the other hand, is connected with the preposition * b<? in. just as 
our word inn , which means originally shelter, is identical with the 
preposition in. We find the preposition Z be in as the first stem- 
consonant of a verb, not only in &0 b6 to enter (originally to in 
— to inn) 1 * but also in Assyr. basil he is (lit. in hint: cf. Eth. 
0: b6 and Of: b6tt!; Dillm. 2 , p. 435; TSBA 3, 104) and in 
Heb. nbn baUh ("ba) to become old, originally to be trorn out, 
to be used up, to be reduced to nothin(j. In Assyrian the Piel 1 * 
built! means to annihilate , while the Qal (HW 273 b . below) 2 ” 
has the meaning to implore, i. e. to importune, to weary 17 with 
prayers (cf. ■yTCjfifi »bl, Is. 43.23). The noun m bz 

bell annihilation (cf. rrb2H tablith Is. 10, 25) is originally a 
compound of the preposition Z be and the negative &tb 16: the 
negative b2 bal is shortened from ball!, ball, balft; cf. Assyr. 
sadtl mountain, constr. sad; nasi! carrier, constr. nas; kail! 
totality, constr. kal. 18 In Assyrian we find ball! or ball = Heb. 
xhz bel6 (for bi-1ft) without, or ina la (e. g. ina la ftmisu 
= 1-V Kbz belo i6m6); cf. Eth. enbala = Assyr. ina balu = 
Heb. ^33 bivli (for bi-beli); see Critical Notes on Proverbs 
(SBOT) p. 51, n. /8. The preposition Z be is preserved in Assyr. 
bait! and bast!, just as the preposition b le is preserved in 
Assyr. lap&ni = Heb. *33b lifne; or as the Assyrian preposition 
ina is preserved in Ethiopic enb&la without and £nz& in that 
(German indent). A feminine form of the negative b2 bal is 
•nba b ilti, i. e. bilt with lengthening of the i of the genitive, 
which is used instead of the construct state; cf. T)blT zttlathi — 
nblT ztilath, &c. In the case of Z be in and 82 b6 to enter'* 
some may be inclined to think that the verbal root is perhaps 
more primitive than the preposition, just as the Sumerian post¬ 
position -ra may be connected with the verb ra to (jo = Assyr. 
alaku; 19 but in the case of nb2 balAh the verb is evidently 
derived from the compound particle m bz bell, consisting of the 
preposition Z b6 and the negative 1 i, the ‘genitive’ of la. 

Notes. 

(1) Presented at the meeting of the American Oriental Society, New 
Haven, April 18, 1906. 

(2) The dual termination -aim is monosyllabic, not dissyllabic 
(6yim); see above, p. 255, n. 17. 
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(3) Friedrich Delitzsch, Prolegomena (Leipzig, 1886) p. 131, advanced 
the opinion that kail At u meant originally closed chamber (from 

i. e. the bridal chamber . According to W. R. Smith, Kinship and Mar¬ 
riage in Early Arabia (Cambridge, 1885) p. 136, the etymological sense 
is that of covering. For the cuneiform ideogram of kali At u bride cf. 
my translation of Cant. 8, 9 (AJSL 18,196). Winckleris interpretation of 
this passage (in his Altorientalische Forschungen , 3, 240) is impossible. 
For the etymology of bride (and for dredge = German Dreck , &c.) see 
my paper Some Germanic Etymologies in vol. 27 of The American 
Journal of Philology (Baltimore, 1906). 

(4) See Lev. 3,4.10. 15 and compare the translation of the first five 
chapters of Leviticus in the Johns Hopkins University Circulars , No. 
114, p. 113. 

(5) Bruno Baentsch, Exodus - Leviticus - Numeri (Gottingen, 1903) 
p. 398. 

(6) For the two beats in gObfllathd cf. n. 71 to my paper 

on ip 23 (AJSL 21, 148). 

(7) See my restoration of the Hebrew text in the Johns Hopkins 
University Circulars , No. 163, p. 89. 

(8) See my paper on Babylonian Elements in the Levitic Ritual in 
the Journal of Biblical Literature , vol. 19, p. 55. 

(9) See iv R 2 8, 29 b ; cf. my ASKT 91, 55.58 and Zimmem’s Beitrdge 
zur Kenntnis der babylonischen Religion (Leipzig, 1901) p. 33,1. 150. 

(10) The stem is gjgy = dA'afa, Syr. (“3?H = T^T); cf. 

Driver, Heb. Tenses (1892) p. 223. For the transposition cf. my remarks 
in ZDMG 58, 631, n. ♦, cited in § 10 of my paper on the Heb. stem 
nahAl to rest. Delitzsch (HW 308; AL 4 , 168) derives e$Apu from a 
stem “|£V Heb. “C* is not connected with Assyr. e$Apu (contrast 
Ges.-Buhl 14 ) but Aram. loan may be connected with Assyr. 

$iptu (constr. $ipat, $ibat) interest. 

(11) Assyr. qtl (Heb. *|p) may be a Sumerian loanword (= Sumer, gu). 

(12) See the abstract in No. 114 of the Johns Hopkins University 
Circulars , p. 109. 

(13) Cf. Gesenius-Kautzsch 27 , § 122, u. A similar differentiation of 

the plural forms is found in Persian, e. g. sar-hA heads , but 

sarAn chiefs; 1^30^ gardau-hA necks , but gar- 

dan An magnates. For the masculine plural ending - An in Semitic cf. 
my remarks in the Critical Notes on Kings (SBOT) p. 270, n. *. 

(14) Gesenius’ explanation ( Thesaurus , p. 1112 b , below) that 
corresponded to the Greek ra ivwn a, is not satisfactory. 

(15) The primitive meaning is to turn in at night; cf. e. g. Jud. 19, 

15; this explains also the phrase bX XU and wwri XtM (cf. 

ip 19,6). The verb is intransitive or involuntary, because originally 
people sought shelter only when compelled by the inclemency of the 
weather or by nightfall. See my remarks in JAOS 16, ci; cf. Gesenius 27 , 

8 43, a. 
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(16) In his paper Die Bezeichnung der Verbalstdmme im Semitischen 
printed in Peiser’s Orientalistische Litteratur-Zeitung , vol. 9 (Jan. 1906) 
col. 46, Dr. Ungnad has proposed a “new” notation for the “conjuga¬ 
tions” of the Semitic verb, e. g. G (= Grundstamm) for Qal; D (= Dop- 
pelung88tamm) for Piel; S for Shaphel; N for Niphal, &c. Dr. Ungnad 
has evidently overlooked the fact that such a notation must have an 
international character. We may use Q = Qal, but not G = Grundstamm ; 
in the same way we may adopt I = Intensive, but not D = Doppelungs - 
stamm . I proposed the symbols Q, I, S, N, and Q fc , Q tn , &c. 27 years 
ago, in my Sumerische Familiengesetze (Leipzig, 1879) p. 64, n. 1, and 
this notation has been used in Muss-Arnolt’s Assyrian dictionary. 

(17) Cf. n»bPI I®* 7, 13; Mic. 6, 3, &c. The verb jlfctb is derived 
from the negative tfb, just as Assyr. balfl is connected with fcfcbSL 

(18) See above, p. 206, n. J. 

(19) See my ASKT 140, § 11; Akkadische Sprache (Berlin, 1883) 
p. 14. This postposition, of course, cannot establish any connection 
between Sumerian and Turkish or Finnish. There are postpositions in 
Latin (e. g. gratia, causd, tenus , &c.) as well as in Sumerian. We find 
a postposition -ra as exponent of the dative in Persian, e. g. Ip ^ Ju 
pid6r-ra to the father , Sumerian adft-ra. Cf. the Persian pronoun 
man-ra or ma-ra to me, Sum. mara ; see Akkad . Sprache , p. xli, 1. 1. 
Linguists who have been led astray by Scheftelowitz’s theories concern¬ 
ing the Aryan character of certain cuneiform idioms should read the 
remarks in Delitzsch and Haupt’s Beitrdge zur Assyriologie , vol. 6, p. 411. 
Cf. also Bloomfield’s article On some alleged Indo-European Languages 
in Cuneiform Character in vol. 25 of The American Journal of Philol¬ 
ogy (Baltimore, 1904) p. 7. 

(20) For the abbreviations see above, p. 202, n. 3. 
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INSCRIBED PALMYRENE MONUMENTS IN THE 
MUSEUM OF THE SYRIAN PROTESTANT 
COLLEGE, BEIRUT. 


By Harvey Porter, 

Professor in the Syrian Protestant College, 

AND 

Charles C. Torrey, 

Professor in Yale University. 

The decipherment of the following inscriptions is substantially 
that of Professor Porter, who also contributed some of the notes. 
The facsimile drawings were made by me from excellent squeezes 
furnished by him. [C. C. T.] 



Female bust. 


I. 




ban 
h?“q rra 
nnruT 

446 rCw 

Alas! Ambai , the daughter of 
Bar a , [son of] Zabd'ateh. The 
year 440 (=134/135 A. D.). 
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The name Ambai, presumably the shortened form of b^rV-fct 
(cf. the well-known Punic name bj2rn2fct) appears here for the 
first time. 

The name is already known. 

II. 

Two busts, male and female, on one stone. The inscription at 
the base: 1 



ban »bia3 "a *cba "Da t*bia3i nab® 

Helmut and Nebula , the children of Maliku, son of NebCila. Alas! 
And the date, inscribed between the two heads: 


rwa 

•PP 

490 

In the month QNIN of 
the year 490 (= 179 A. D.). 


The Palmyrene proper name rY-b'JD (fern.) is already known. 

This first occurrence of the name tfb'Dj is interesting. The 
Greek transcription NeySouXa? is found in the inscription dis¬ 
cussed by Chabot in the Journal asiatique , 1898, pp. 69 sqq ., 
and since then by several scholars. The Palmyrene name is there 
illegible. Clermont-Ganneau ( Recueil , III, p. 1G3) proposed to 
restore Xnb*03 (?’. c., Knb“*QD); in this he was opposed by Lidz- 
barski ( Ephemeris , I, 83, bottom), who was right, it seems, in 

1 For the sake of convenience, the facsimile has been divided into three lines, although 
on the monument it is in one continuous liue. 
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objecting to his restoration, but wrong in proposing to emend the 
Greek to NcySot/iw. The second element of the name Kb"*Q3 is 
probably the shortened form of nbfc<, “god;” c/., on the #ne 
hand, the name nbsis:, and, on the other hand, the names 
fc*b"nT ZayS&Xa, fclbtrn ( Ephemeris , I, p. 80, below), TlblTCK 
and rbtV2 &; also bnPlba EXatfijXo?, etc. 

III. 

Male bust. The inscription is illegible. 

IV. 

Female bust. 



Both names are now well known. See the Index to Ephemeris , 
I, and also II, 78 (No. 2). 

V. 

Male bust. 



-a npip 
fwi 
npip -a 
ban 

Qoqah , the son of $em'on, 
son of Qoqah . Atm! 


The name npip occurs in several other Palmyrene inscrip¬ 
tions; see the references in Lidzbarski’s Ephemeris , I, p. 366, 
top, and also No. 7 of this collection. 

Instead of the b of b^H the inscription seems to have H or S; 
a curious blunder. 
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VI. 


Male bust. The inscription is damaged, so that only one 
name is legible. 


<3 



■u •••• 

■a sria- 
ban rvr 

. . . ., the son of * bda , son 
of Yarhai. Alas! 

VII. 


ttb'xa 

*tt 



Se’ila, the son of ffalpat , 
[son o/] Qoqah. Alas! 


, transcribed SeeiXa, is already known. 

The masc. proper name HSbn (without final K) occurs in a 
Palmyrene inscription published in 1898 by D. H. Mtlller (Denk- 
schriften der Kais. Akad. der IT/ss. in Wien , Phil.-hist. Classe, 
XLVI, iii). The form is queried by Lidzbarski, Handbuch , 
p. 501, but seems to be rendered certain by this inscription. 

On the name HPT. see above, No. 5. 

VIII. 

Male bust. 



barr 

85*13 ns 

■prortay “c 
ban 

Yedi'bel, the son of Bonne, 
son of 'Abd'abton. Alas! 
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The first two names are well known. The name in the third 
line looks like a diminutive of , which occurs frequently 

in Nabatfean inscriptions. 

IX. 

Male bust. The inscription is no longer legible. 

X. 

Male bust. The inscription is an obvious forgery. The bust 
itself is genuine. 

XI. 

Bust of a woman, with the standing figure of a child behind 
the left shoulder. 



inn 

■pTiru 

ma 

Alas! Batfyairan , the 
daughter of Male. 


Between the two heads is the word 



nnn» 

Her sister. 





ban 

mb® 

rra 

nois 


Alas! Salem, the daughter 
of Ausi , [son of] Ausi. 
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, as a fem. proper name, is already known from one Pal¬ 
myrene inscription; see the reference in Lidzbarski’s Hand - 
buck , s. v. 

rfflK (c/. the Nabataean "nclK Awro?) is also known. 

On the other side of the head is the date: 

i or 
*crj:ra 
n;rc 

63 

The first day of Tisri, 
in the year [5]£3 (= Octo¬ 
ber, 251 A. D.). 


jn^ 



The and 1 of the word DV are made almost exactly alike; 
cf. the inscription published in the Journal of the Am. Or. 
Society , Vol. XXVI (1905), p. 105. 

The spelling of Tisri with final K is remarkable. The squeeze 
shows the letter distinctly. 

In the number of the year the hundreds are omitted. Judging 
from the type of the characters used in the inscription, it dates 
from the sixth century of the Seleucid era. But is there any 
other example of such an omission ? 

XIII. 


H 2"P'2 
-a 
anrn 
ban 

Moqimu, the son of 
Taimavsu , [son of] 

Taima. Alas! 

Note the ligature of the *T \, in lines 2 and 3. 

The name which occurs here for the first time, is 

probably an abbreviation of the well-known . 


Male bust. 
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XIV. 

Male bust. The inscription is badly executed and somewhat 
damaged. 


cp^: nb[s] 
i'zbv “2 
bnn »bpT2 
nb 125 *n 
12 S2T 


Bust of NRQS, the son of Salnmn{ i), [son o/J Marqelle'fAlas.’); 
which his brother Tciima , son of Qalliste, made for him . 

The name Cp^- occurs here for the first time. Probably 
Narcissus N apKiacros'? C*p"0 = Nap/calo? is already known; see 
Lidzb., Handbuch , p. 502; Epliemeris , I, pp. 205, 242. 

The ending of the second line is quite indistinct, but it seems 
most likely that only one letter was written after the *2 , and that 
that letter was "j. 

The name fc<bpT2,=: MaptceWe, Marcellus, is known from an 
inscription published by Dr. Spoer in Vol. XXV of the Journal 
of the Am. Or. Society, pp. 317 sq. It occurs also in No. 15, 
below. 

The name XCCbp (apparently KaAAtcrre) occurs here for the 
first time. 

XV. 

Male bust. 

VGT2 Dbs ■ 

S£112 "in 12 
Kbpi'2 12 

b2 ~ 

Bust of Ma na, the freed man of Bor pa, son of Marqelle. Alas! 



KDCbp 

•m-st 
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Ma'na has been known as a Nabataean proper name. The 
forms , and are known from Palmyrene inscrip¬ 

tions. 

On the name KbpTJ, see above, No. 14. 


I take the opportunity to add here the readings of a few Pal¬ 
myrene inscriptions recently in the possession of the dealer Aziz 
Khayat, of New York City. They have now passed into other 
hands; I do not know where any one of them is to be found. 

Those lettered A and B I myself saw and copied. The read¬ 
ings are all certain. For C and D I have tolerably good squeezes, 
furnished by the dealer. From these I have made the accom¬ 
panying facsimiles. For E I have only drawings, sent me by 
Mr. Khayat. [C. C. T. ] 

A. 

Male bust. 

-a trra 
-a Kba 
«r;n 
ban 

The name IJannlna has heretofore been known from only one 
inscription; see Eplanner is, I, p. 347 C, and cf. also II, p. 79. It 
occurs also in two of the inscriptions, C and D, which here follow. 

Female bust. 

ma Kept* 
ban ya 

Both names are known. 

ifey '(i 

Habba, the daughter of Hannina . Alas! 


B. 


Aqme (’A Kfirj), the daugh¬ 
ter of Maqqai. Alas! 


C. 


ru ann 
»r:n 
ban 


Gadarsu , the son of 
Male , son of Han¬ 
nina. Alas! 
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A part of the letter D in the TQ is wanting in the squeeze. 
From the portion which is distinct it seems quite certain that the 
letter could not have been On the use of T\2 (without 1) in 
this and similar cases, see the Joum. Am. Or. Soc ., XXV (1904), 
p. 321. It is not at all likely that a compound name, Bat- 
IJannina, is intended. 

D. 





ans rri 


nn» * * 

awn 

^ li M 

TTf] 

ban 


Of 'MDT, [the daughter 

isjK' 

of] GRB * * , the wife of 
Hanntna , [son of] [ Y]arf}ai. 
Alas / 


The name THE9 (or rYHE2) is known only from one Nabataean 
inscription (Lidzb., Handbuch , s. v.). 

The beginning of the third line is indistinct on the squeeze. 
Before the K stands a letter which is apparently b, but might 
conceivably be B. "* and 1 are also possibilities. Just before 
this are traces of another letter which probably formed the begin¬ 
ning of the line. The curved terminal stroke (if really original) 
suggests especially 21 or p or H, but there are other possibilities. 

The manner of beginning the inscription (with b) is remark¬ 
able. 

E. 

Two inscriptions which contain the same three names. 

( 1 ) 

bnn Alas! 

[3S] pn pTQK ’ABROQ, [the son of] #BN. ['Og- 

^ g]a and Selmat, [his] children. 
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( 2 ) 

Alas! 'Ogga and 
Selmaty the childr[en] of 
’ABROQ [son of] HBN. 

The name pTOS (pVQK ?) is the same one which occurs in the 
interesting inscription recently published by Littmann (Semitic 
Inscriptions , 1904, pp. 66 sqq .). The etymology and pronuncia¬ 
tion of it are still quite problematic. 

The name ptl has heretofore been known from a single Naba¬ 
taean monument. In inscription (2) the drawing of the H is 
defective, the letter looking more like T\; but in (1) it is plain. 

The last two letters of lines 2 and 3 appear to be missing, in 
No. (1). The S of is fairly distinct, and the drawing 

could hardly be that of any other letter. The J in this name in 
No. (2) seems certain, and is ligatured with the following j , but 
as the form of the letter as drawn is a little ambiguous I have 
marked it with a dot. The other letters of the inscriptions are 
all unmistakable. 


vas ban 
[']33 nabiri 
■pn prat* 
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RECENT CONTRIBUTIONS TO ASSYRIOLOGY. 


By W. Mcss-Abnolt, 

Belmont. Mass. 

M. Jules Oppert, the distinguished Paris academician and the 
last of the three great founders of Assyriology, died at Paris, 
August 21, 1905, just eighty years of age. To the very last days 
of his busy life he had carried on his researches with the same 
energy, perseverance, and successful ingenuity which in his earlier 
years enabled him to outstrip many of his fellow-workers. 1 The 
chair of Assyriology at the College de France, which he had occu¬ 
pied since 18G9, had been especially created for him; it is one of 
the few chairs, in Europe as well as in America, whose occupant 
can devote himself exclusively to the study of Assyriology. 

Oppert founded a school which has numbered as its members 
many of the well-known French Assyriologists, one of whom, Dr. 
Charles Fossey, has just been appointed successor to the great mas¬ 
ter. It is, therefore, with increased interest that we view each new 
publication of the young scholar upon whose shoulders the mantle 
of the departed master has fallen. 

Fossey’s La magie assyrienne , which was crowned by the 
Acad&nie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres, and obtained for its 
author the Prix Saintour, has been reviewed in this Journal 2 by 
Professor J. Dyneley Prince, who called it “a most interesting 
attempt to translate a number of extremely difficult and obscure 
inscriptions,” and who states that “The book merits a place of 
honor in every Assyriological library.” 

In the year 1904, Fossey began the publication of his Manuel 
(Vassyriologie , 3 which in nine stately volumes proposes to present 
both to the Assyriologist and to the general student of Semitic 
languages, literature, and history a survey of all that should inter¬ 
est them, and is most useful for an intelligent appreciation of the 
achievements of the researches of the past fifty years along Assyrio- 

1 See the reviewer’s article, “ The W’orks of Jules Oppert,” published in the Beitr&ge zur 
Asftyriologic und semitischen Sprachwissenscha/t , Vol. II, pp. 523-56.* 

2 Vol. XIX, April, 1903, pp. 184-87. 

3Charles Fossey, Manuel d'assyriologie. Tome Premier: “Explorations et fouilles, 
d6chiffrement des cun6iformes; Origiue et histoire de l’6criture.” Contenant trois plans et 
une carte. Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1904. Pp. xvi + 470. Fr. 25. 
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logical lines. 4 Vol. I contains material which has been admirably 
and most exhaustively treated by many scholars, so that Fossey 
had a good foundation upon which to rear his own structure. In 
three divisions he describes 1. The “Explorations and Discov¬ 
eries,” pp. 1-80; 2 . “The Development of the Cuneiform Inscrip¬ 
tions,” pp. 81-244; and 3 . “The Origin and History of the Cunei¬ 
form Writing,” pp. 245-390. Book I is divided into five chapters, 
of which the initial contains a brief description of Chaldea, Elam, 
and Assyria; chaps. 2-4, the history of the explorations and dis¬ 
coveries; and chap. 5, the principal Assyro-Babylonian eprigraphi- 
cal monuments, classified according to the place where they had 
been discovered and indicating also where they are found pub¬ 
lished. This last chapter is a most useful summary. Book II 
gives in four chapters the history of the decipherment of the 
Persian, Susian, and Assyro-Babylonian cuneiform inscriptions, 
and closes with a fifth chapter containing a critical estimate of 
the results and achievements on the part of Assyriologists. These 
two books, to be sure, contain very little new material, the author 
traversing so well-trodden ground that to pick out something new 
appears almost a hopeless task. Most welcome is the list of the 
Persian cuneiform alphabet, with the name of the scholar who first 
determined each character and the date. With Book III the 
author enters upon a field where he had not so many predecessors. 
Again in five chapters he takes up (1) the ideographic origin of 
the cuneiform writing and its subsequent development; (2) the 
Sumerian origin of the Babylonian writing, chaps. 2-4, of which 
3 and 4 are exclusively devoted to a critical estimate and refuta¬ 
tion of the views of Hal6vv, the learned defender of the Semitic 
origin of the cuneiform writing. The closing chapter treats of 
the Babylonian origin of the Susian and Persian alphabets. Pp. 
393-446 contain a well-selected bibliography on the three sub¬ 
jects treated in the first volume; followed by a careful alphabetical 
index, pp. 449-65, and an explanation by M. J. Lesquier of the 
map and the three plans, pp, 469, 470. The whole book is well 
done, giving a convenient summary for the general reader of mat¬ 
ters known, of course, to the professional Assyriologist. 5 It will 

4 Vols. II-IX are to treat the following topics: II, “The Souras, including monuments 
icrits et monuments figures; III, “The Sumerian and Assyrian Languages;” IV, “Geography 
of Western Asia on the Basis of the Cuneiform Documents;” V, “History;” VI, “Religion 
VII. "Legal and Contract Literature;” VIII, “Epistolary Literature, Arts and Sciences, 
Metrology;” IX. “Babylonian Influences.” 

5 P. 276. In discussing the colophon of II Rawl., p. 36, No. 1, Fossey reads GlS-ZU- 
ME§ as talmedi. This seems quite impossible. 
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be in the succeeding volumes that the author will have ample 
opportunity to exhibit that breadth of learning and accuracy of 
scholarship of which we know him to be the fortunate possessor. 

Brtlnnow’s well-known and useful Classified List of All Sim¬ 
ple and Compound Cuneiform Ideographs Occurring in the Texts 
Hitherto (1889) Published , etc., and the same author’s Indices 
to this List, published in 1897, as well as Father Strassmaier’s 
Alphabetisches Verzeichnis der assyrischen und akkadischen 
Wdrter , etc., are standard publications that will never be anti¬ 
quated or become useless. The work which these two scholars 
have done so well will be their authors’ monumentum aere peren- 
nius . But inasmuch as Assyriology is a living science, develop¬ 
ing more and more from year to year, increasing continually the 
bulk of its literature by new discoveries and first editions of texts 
hitherto unknown or inaccessible, it is but natural that the fine 
example set by Brtlnnow, especially, should be followed by others. 
The two French Assyriologists, Fossey and Virolleaud, have of 
late contributed such continuations which, as they treat texts not 
included in Brtlnnow’s book, constitute most welcome supplements. 
In 1903 M. Virolleaud, professor of Assyriology in the University 
of Lyon, France, brought out a Premier supplement h la liste des 
signes cuneiforms de Bruennow (Paris: Welter; v+78 pages), 
based chiefly on the material contained in the bilingual hymns 
published by Geo. Reisner. The book assumes on the part of its 
peruser an acquaintance with Brtlnnow’s volume. Whether a 
second supplement will appear, we know not; especially now that 
the first half of Fossey’s Contribution 6 has been published, includ¬ 
ing the most important bilingual literary documents published 
since 1889. The arrangement and order of signs is that of Brtln¬ 
now. The 192 pages of this first half represent the continuation 
of pp. 1-258 of Brtlnnow’s, whose page, in addition, contains on 
the average ten lines more (thirty-eight) as against Fossey’s 
(twenty-eight), the writing also being more compact, so that we 
can safely estimate that one of Brtlnnow’s pages averages about 
two pages of Fossey’s. Fossey, of course, only mentions the new 
values for the signs discovered and determined since 1889, assum¬ 
ing that the peruser of his book will have at hand that of his pre- 

® Contributions au Dictionnaire Sumtrien-Assyrien. Supplement & la “ Classified List” 
de Brtlnnow. Fasc. Premier. Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1905. Fr. 20. The second half is 
announced as in the press. In a note, dated April 18,1906, Virolleaud states that no second 
fascicle of his supplement will be published. 
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decessor’s also. To the lexicographer this book, as well as that of 
Virolleaud, will be fully as welcome as that of Brtinnow, especi¬ 
ally when the second half of Fossey’s, containing also preface and 
indices, is before us, which we hope will be within a short time. 
No one that owns a copy of Brtlnnow will want to be without this 
latest contribution of Jules Oppert’s successor. We trust that the 
second half will exhibit those features the lack of which in Virol- 
leaud’s Supplement Fossey lamented on pp. 20, 21 of his excellent 
annual survey of Assyriological work in 1903. 7 As a side issue— 
or precursor—of this Contribution may be considered the author’s 
Etudes sumSriennes (25 pp.) published in 1905. 8 Another sup¬ 
plement to Brtlnnow’s Classified List has just been announced, 
which will be fully as important as those of Virolleaud and Fossey. 
Bruno Meissner, the well-known author of the Supplement zu den 
assyrischen WdrterbUchem , 9 is just publishing the first fascicle, 
of eighty pages, of Seltene assyrische Ideogramme . 10 The book 
will contain about 280 pages, and its completion is promised within 
a year after the appearance of Part I. We shall certainly welcome 
this latest supplement, and hope, when both Fossey and Meissner 
are completed, to review in detail these three supplements in a 
future number of this Journal. 

It was but natural to expect that the author of the Magie 
assyrienne would publish also and explain some of the texts which 
he had studied for that purpose, and so we find a number of texts 
discussed in recent volumes of MaspSro’s Recueil de travaux 
reiatifs d la philologie et a TarcMologie 6gyptiennes et assyri- 
ennes , which are now gathered into one volume and published, in 
1904, as Nouveaux textes magiques assyriens: transcription , 
traduction et commentaire. And in November, 1905, appeared 
his Textes assyriens et babyloniens r£latifs a la divination: trail - 
scripts , traduits et comment6s; I e s6rie: Summa SA-TAB; 11 
the text itself being published in the Cuneiform Texts from Baby¬ 
lonian Tablets in the British Museum , Part XX, pp. 31-33 (119 
lines of well-preserved text), and pp. 34-37 (four columns of 28, 

iL'assyrtologie en 1908. Par M. Charles Fossey. Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1904. 
Pp. 70. Beprinted from the Journal aeiatique , September-October, 1904. 

*Beprinted from the same journal, January-February, 1905. Fr. 2.50. 

• I. e M the dictionaries of Delitzsch and of Muss-Arnolt. See Professor Bobert F. 
Harper’s review in this Journal , Vol. XIV, pp. 177-82. 

ioThis supplement will contain some six thousand entries, about the same number as 
Fossey’s. It is published by the J. C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung at Leipzig. 

u Paris: Oeuthner. Pp. viii+51. Fr. 6, net. 
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19, 29, and 32 lines, respectively, more or less mutilated). For 
the Assyrian dictionary these texts yield a few words hitherto not 
registered, or explained faultily. These will all be incorporated 
in the reviewer’s supplemental volume to his Concise Dictionary 
( =-CD.)of the Assyrian Language. The series is called Summa 
SA-TAB from the first words of the text, &A-TAB being the 
word of which both texts are treating. The author explains the 
ideogram as meaning something like “kidneys” (pp. 36-38). 

Professor Virolleaud is another of those younger French scholars 
of whom we may expect much good work in the near future. His 
Uastrologie chald&mne , of which Parts 5,6,7, and 8 have appeared, 
falls into four sections given to texts relating to Sin (the moon), 
Samas (the sun), Istar (the planets and the stars), and to Adad 
(the atmosphere). The work is to be completed in thirteen fasci¬ 
cles, of which Parts 1-4 shall contain the cuneiform texts; Parts 
5 8, the transliterations; Parts 9-12, the translations; and Part 
13, the introduction and glossary. Apparently no commentary will 
be provided for; though the texts imperatively call for one. The 
author has, for the first time, classified methodically the fragments 
published by Craig and Boissier. As soon as the author has pub¬ 
lished the first four parts we shall be better able to judge of the 
correctness of his transliterations. To judge, even now, from the 
character of other publications of Virolleaud’s, we may expect to 
find the same degree of accuracy and painstaking care which he 
has shown thus far. 12 

Almost simultaneously with Fossey’s Contribution appeared 

12 M. Virolleaud has published also the following: Comptabilitt chaldtenne: ipoquc 
de la dynastie dite “seconde d'Our transcrite et traduite; 2 parties (Portiers, 1903); 
pp. 139; being 76 documents from Tell Loh, copied by the editor in Constantinople, 
but without publication of the texts. They relate to business transactions, sale of grain, 
of cattle, of wool, etc., wages of servants and artisans, offerings and sacrifices to 
Gods.—Di-Tilla; Testes juridiques chaldtens de la seconde dynastie d'Our; tran¬ 
smits et traduits; ibid.. 1903; pp. iii + 39.—J ttudes de divination chald€cnne: I: “Extraits 
des series alu et m a r§u;” transcription (Paris: Welter, 1904).— Fragment* de lestes 
divinnto res assyriens du Mus&e britannique (London: Harrison, 1903); pp. 20.— fitudes 
sur Vastrologie chaldtenne (Poitiers, 1904); pp. 16.—Also a number of excellent contribu¬ 
tions along lexicographical and astrological lines in the Zeitschrift fitr Assyriologie, the 
Revue stmitique , etc. It may be well to state that Parts 5-8 of L'astrologie chaUMenne were 
published in autography by Welter, Paris, 1903; and that Part 6: Shamash was also pub¬ 
lished in printed form by Geutlmer, Paris, 1905. A revised manuscript of fascicles 1-8 is now 
in the hands of an American editor ready to be incorporated into a series now in progress of 
publication. We also call attention to the appearance of a new French Assyriological jour¬ 
nal, Babyloniaca , edited by Virolleaud, of which part 1, 50 pp. (Paris: Geuthner, 1906) has 
appeared. Professor Virolleaud has most generously placed at the reviewer’s disposal 
new lexicographical material from astronomical and astrological texts which he has made 
his special study for years. This material, most valuable and registering a number of new 
words hitherto not found in any Assyrian dictionary, will be published in the reviewer’s 
supplemental volume to his dictionary. 
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the first instalment of Professor Prince’s new book. 18 The reviewer 
has seldom read an Assyriological publication whose tone, spirit, 
and candor have impressed him so favorably as this latest book of 
the Assyriologist of Columbia University, in which he sets out “to 
solve some of the many problems which have vexed the Assyriologi¬ 
cal world since the first recognition of the existence in the Assyro- 
Babylonian inscriptions of an idiom which is clearly not Semitic.” 
Like Fossey, Prince is an ardent opponent of Hal6vy and his 
school; but he is much more yielding in unessentials than Fossey 
has shown himself in his first volume of the Manuel (Passyriologie . 
Prince sets forth the theory that “the Sumerian of later days, 
especially of the hymns, is a more or less deliberately constructed 
hodge-podge of Semitic inventions superimposed on what could 
only have been a non-Semitic agglutinative, almost polysynthetic, 
language;” and he hopes “that this will go a long way toward 
setting at rest the argumentation of the constantly decreasing 
Hal6vyan school.” 

The introduction of thirty-four pages contains two chapters: 

(1) “The Vocabulary and Phonetic System of Sumerian;” 14 and 

(2) “The Sumerian Pronominal and Verbal Systems.” 15 In the 
arrangement of the Materials published here the author has the 
order followed by Brtlnnow, pp. 574-88 of his Classified List . 
Prince’s book is not a mere list of bilingual words, but a scientific, 
running discussion on the basis of the author’s previous work and 
the results obtained by his predecessors. It is his endeavor to 
bring forth as clearly as possible the special development from 
the primitive idea attached to the original ideograms. Once in 
a while the process of reasoning strikes the reader as rather fan¬ 
ciful or a little far-fetched; but not often is this the case. It 
would have helped the reader greatly if Prince had numbered 
consecutively the ditferent sections from beginning to end, as 
Brtlnnow has done in his book. What impresses one most 

1:1 Materials for a Sumerian Lexicon. With a Grammatical Introduction. By John 
Dyneley Prince, Ph. D., Professor of Semitic Languages in Columbia University, New York. 
Part I: Containing the letters A-E. Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1905. Pp. xxxvi +109, 4to. M. 24 = 
Assyriologische Bibliothek, herausgegeben von Frndrich Delitzsch und Paul Haupt, Band 
XIX, Heft 1. 

l* Being, on the whole, a reprint of the author’s article in the Journal of the American 
Oriental Society , Vol. XXV (1904), pp. 49-67. 

15 A verbatim reprint of the author’s article in this Journal, ‘‘The First and Second 
Persons in Sumerian,” Vol. XIX, pp. 203-39. A few minor corrections are offered here: g 15, 
1. 2 read lcasA-ma; 1. 4: IV*. 10,76, reads np-taj-na-di-il; 8 46,1.1, read IV*, 19, 49a. 
On the other hand, §16 the reading Sa[-ad-da-k u] in II. 16 c 36, is very good inde* d. 
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favorably is the author’s candid statement, so often met, “I can¬ 
not explain this.” On the other hand, we believe that the author 
attributes too high a degree of culture and philological witticism 
to the “coiners” of the later Sumerian hodge-podge who reveled 
in the use of puns and paronomasia. I wonder whether, indeed, 
this is the true explanation of the many strange phenomena in the 
Sumero-Assyrian vocabulary. Perhaps the author will explain 
this more at length in later parts of his lexicon, which we sincerely 
hope will be completed before many months. In a work of this 
kind, undertaken and carried through by a single man, errors and 
minute corrigenda are necessarily to be expected. The author 
intends his Materials only to be a nucleus around which further 
investigations may be made, much as Brtlnnow’s work has been. 
At the same time it will be most useful to the student of Sumerian. 

Fault has been found with the work because in it the author 
has not incorporated all the material in the volumes of the British 
Museum’s publication Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets . 
But here, again, it should be noticed that Professor Prince does 
not venture to call his work a Lexicon , but merely Materials for a 
lexicon; and, on p. iv of his “Introduction,” he distinctly states 
that this is only “an attempt at an explanation of the Sumerian 
problem.” Nowhere does he claim to have made or to have tried 
to make a complete lexicon in any sense of the word. If viewed 
in this light as a pioneer effort to break the road toward a better 
understanding of the complexities of the Sumerian question, 
Prince’s Materials ought to be a most useful work not only to 
the student beginning his work in Sumerian, but also to the 
scholar who may wish to compile a fuller word-list and to make 
a more exhaustive grammatical investigation. It seems hardly 
just to criticise a work for not being what the author never 
intended it should be. 

The reviewer has read with unvarying interest and admiration 
this suggestive contribution, and he hopes that the author may 
deem at least a few of the following remarks and suggestions as 
worthy of a place in his list of “Addenda et Corrigenda.” 

A, pp. 1-46. 

2, 8/9 read: V 29 g 44 za-gi-in-du-ru; V 22 a-b 11 za-gi- 
in-du-ur | aban za-gin-a (=dur).— 8 , 20/21 sa^ulum not 
su$ulum (] egelu?).—Instead of sa-u-a we must evidently read 
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sa (= i. e .) u-a; so against my own Dictionary , p. 995, col. 2.— 
14 , 9/10 Whether tabinu really means “a strong wall” is rather 
doubtful; see CD., p. 1145, col. 2. It appears as a synonym of 
ritu, “pasture.”—The explanation of kab(p)duqqu: “a ceremo¬ 
nial vessel intended to be held in the left hand,” is very plausible 
and reasonable, the best yet offered.— 15 , 20/21 Why maz&du, 
l/zftdu = T)T, “boil, cook,” instead of ma^ftdu, ^/^du, T)S ; 
and why qinhnu, instead of kinhnu? Ma^ftdu, “brilliance” 
I believe is also found in K 620 = Harper, BAL., No. 91 where 
ma-ya-su-su-nu dam-qa-at a-dan-nis is said of mirrors 
(1. 5); perhaps a mistake of editor for ma-$a-du-su-nu or of 
scribe for ma-$a-s( > ds)u-nu.— 16 , 4 instead of K 50 read better 
K 56 and see Haupt , ZK., Vol. II, p. 456.— 17 , 1/2 Jensen’s 
translation “Stlsswasserocean” for apsh is no doubt based on 
the antithesis of apsfi and tiftmtu, which he derives from DPIH 
“stink,” i. e . “saltish water.” See also Zimmern in KAT .*, 
pp. 491, 492; 498, etc. It is thus only an applied, not an etymo¬ 
logical meaning.— 20 , 2 and 88 , 9 Which is correct, arsash or 
upsash ? (Jensen, Zimmern, et al.) If the latter, then the author’s 
reasoning is wrong.—12 read II (not III) 27, 57 g; the Assyrian 
equivalent is xu-up-pu-u saGl(=qani).—On gulibat saxati 
see now the German edition of Jastrow’s Religion, Vol. I, p. 369.— 
21 (below) I doubt very much the reading sa-la-am a-bu-bi. 
The frequent occurrence of sa la-am a-bu-bi makes Prince’s 
reading improbable.— 22 , 11 mGsaru not mSsaru. — 24 , 8/9 
see also CD., p. 897, col. 2, note to $irtu.— 25 , 26 The etymology 
proposed for axulap is quite novel; but I doubt whether it 
is preferable to that proposed by Hommel, PSBA., Vol. XIX, 
p. 315.— 26 (below). I do not believe that a-a-ar (GUSKIN 
and KUBABBAR) is Sumerian, rather than pure Semitic. See 
also K 11424 (Brit Texts, V ol. XIV, pi. 35) 11. 2, 3 < Sara > nu-$a- 
[-bu] followed by 4-7 (5am) a-a-ar (xurft^i).— 28 , A-LAL. I 
take na-ga-bu in II 33 d 4-6 to be a noun (>na$gabu) rather 
than a verb. Prince’s combination of it with na^abu, “collect” 
is very good. See na$abu, 2 (CD., p. 714, col. 1). — 29 , If 
algamisu is Semitic, it has no place in this list.—Alluxappu I 
take to mean properly: “a large sack,” such as a “grain sack” = 
saqqu sa seim. As such it was also used for catching or snar¬ 
ing; hence the derived meaning of “net, snare,” e . g., K 9875 III, 
sect. 3,11.12f. kima al-lu-xap-pu ta-sax-xa-pa-nin-ni, “like 
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a net you have cast me down.”— 30 (below). In the case of 
ri-i-bu I would suggest either a mistake on the part of the scribe 
of -bu for -mu; or that - bu was = uu = mu. It would thus be prop¬ 
erly rimu, j/Dm.— 32 (end) IV 3 a 41 su-ru-us-su. The 
parallel text reads su-ru-us-su = surus-su >sursu. See also 
Thompson, The Devils and Evil Spirits of Babylonia, Vol. II, 
pp. 68, 69.— 34 , An-ta-sub-ba. See especially Zimmem, RituaU 
tafeln , p. 152, No. 45, 1. 5 and rem., a reference which our author 
would have done well to mention.— 35 , An-ta-sur-ra. See also 
KB., Vol. VI (1), pp. 449; 468, 469.—A-nun-na-ge. See in 
addition, KB., Vol. VI (1), pp. 497, 548, and 566; and, especially, 
Hrozny, Sumerisch-Babyl. Mythen von dem Gotte Ninrag, pp. 
84-89, according to whom they are the black-cloud gods, i. e., the 
clouds charged with rain surrounding (embracing) the earth.— 
36 , (end) II 26 a-b 4 I read a-a]-ar (see 11. 5, 6) | il-lu-rum 
and consider a’ar a c.st. of Semitic a’&ru, &ru, “flower, blossom, 
sprout” (TR). — 38 , 1 On the ideogram of xaltappftnu see now 
Gdtt. gelehrte Anzeigen, 1904, p. 743. — 39 , 5/6 The author’s 
statement: “The word has nothing to do with bfcTHK, so Muss- 
Arnolt,” is somewhat misleading. I have never advocated such an 
etymology (see CD., p. 101, col. 2, note).— 44 , 5/6 a-tir-ti 
(a-ru) etc., is Semitic as I shall show in my supplemental volume. 
—10 tf. I cannot agree to Prince’s treatment of as(s)akku; but 
reserve further discussion for another time. 

B, pp. 46-67. 

47 , Prince’s explanation of bantu V 37 c 48 is very good 
indeed, much better than the one proposed, e. g., in my own Dictian- 
ary, p. 175, col. 1.— 48 , 4 (from below), read 7791 not 7761. 
Instead of of Ramm&n I would read here ilu Adad.— 50 , 1 xisu 
is explained by Jensen, KB., Vol. VI (1), pp. 361, 362 as “Laube, 
Baldachin.”—14: Does pexft, Piel puxxtt (sa sinnisti) really 
mean “to open” ? As a rule it is explained as “to close.” Besides 
this we must read here not puxxft, but puxxu (]/p&xu), which 
Delitzsch, Hid)., p. 516, explains as: “wahrscheinlich ein Weib 
vergewaltigen.” Another view is presented in CD., p. 799, col. 2. 
II 38 /6 reads dalti sa-pil-ti, not sa sa-pil-ti. The author’s 
explanation of this passage: “draw water (seed) from the womb, 
viz., cause conception” is not quite transparent.— 51 , Speaking of 
the Bal-meanings, the author says, 1. 7: “Finally we have bal = 
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‘cross over,’ ‘break a way across’ = ebGru, from which oddly 
enough we have turgumannu ‘interpreter,’ one who over-sets(!).” 
Is turgumannu then derived from eberu?! The reviewer assumes 
that Prince’s derivation is based only on the idea underlying ebftru 
—balaggu, “cry of woe” (also 87 , below). But what about Jensen, 
KB., Vol. VI (1) 443. 520 and Aram. H;bs, “a kettle-drum?” 
— 52 , 8/9 Why taksiru, “decision,” when tagsiru, “strength” 
(v/gasaru) suits so much better?—17 read V 39 (not 38) c 21.— 
Against the interpretation of band a as “strong,” advocated also 
by Jastrow, Religion , Vol.* I,, p. 89 see Meissner, Bei'l. Philol. 
Wochenschrift , 1905, col. 1442.—1. 3 from below, read 1507 not 
1537; xabzabbu is usually read kirgappu.— 54 , No. 4. Does 
Prince mean to say that bitrti is a derivative of barftru, “to 
shine,” because both have the same ideograms? Were the coiners 
of the hodge-podge Sumerian good enough philologians for us to 
accept their etymological vagaries? We naturally assume that the 
author considers it a pun. Burru, on the other hand, is more 
likely a derivative from barftru, than a Sumerian loan word.— 
55 , 56 , Unless barbaru, leopard (Jensen), or tiger (Zimmern) 
is borrowed from the Sumerian it has no place in this list.— 56 , 2 
Bar(?)-gal = par-zi-lu,V30 a-b 51, Brtlnnow 1924, is mentioned 
together with kaspu, xur&$u, garpu, anaku (?, lead) and is, 
undoubtedly, simply an unusual spelling of parzillu. Prince 
says: In R. 8 ( = Reisner, Hymnen , 8) this combination =“shorn, 
said of sheep.” But does this combination in R. 8 justify its 
application to V 30 a-b 51? To be sure, we have LU( = UDU) 
mas(s, bar?)-gal-lum = §U (t. e., masgallu) = lax(ud?)-ri; 
see Pinches, PSBA ., 1896, p. 251.—10 ka-bu-u, II 38 g-h 27 
is merely a defective spelling for qabti, not a “pun on qabh.” 
—15. II 57 b 14 read ilat A-a (not Malik) sa ku-ni-e.—16 
For ba$it see also CD., p. 818 s. v. pG^H.— 57 , 58 . I doubt 
whether the author’s interpretation of bi-dar(ib)-ru-u as “joy” 
will be accepted by most assyriologists. See CD., 146 and com¬ 
pare perhaps T. A.(Berlin) 18 rev. 11, 12 one bi-ib-ru kaspi: 
some ornament of silver. — 59 , 3 The reading of billudfl has 
years ago been determined by Sp II 265 a, no. xiii, 3. bi-il-lu- 
di-e i-li (see CD., p. 355, col. 2).—3 (end). I can scarcely 
agree to the explanation of ni-pi-’i eqli, II 11 e-f 73 = Haupt, 
ASKT., p. 53. It is followed by BIR = $i-ib(p)-tu, “wealth, 
property.” See also CD., p. 634, col. 2. K 4216 rev. we have 
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(5am) ni-bi-’i eqli followed by (Sam) inib eqlL— 61 , 22 On 
essGpu see KB., Vol. VI (1), p. 538; Hommel in Hastings, 
Diet, of the Bible , Vol. I, p. 214 = “owl.” — 62 , 16 ff. From saqfi, 
we would naturally expect a form suqltu, not suqtfi. 1 *— 65 
(end). On xardatu, V 36 d-f 40, 41, etc., see KB., Vol. VI 
(1), p. 451 = “leckere Speise, Backwerk;” and nixlu = “Brot aus 
durchgesiebtem Mehl.”— 66, 1. The original meaning “hole” for 
xurxummatu is still to be seen in Br. Mus. 22446, 25, “when 
the oil xu-ur-xu-ma-tum id-di-a-am ( ZA., Vol. XVIII, pp. 
225-27: “offene, runde Lecher”) ; see also K 9 obv. 27.—4. read 
qiddatu rather than kiddatu.—6. nixatpfttum is from xat&pu. 
—7. nixlu, nuxxulu, see above, under xardatu. —14ff. sSrtl 
and the three silft are very questionable; see CD., pp. 1036, 
col. 2 and 1109 col. 2.—17-8. I had thought that sfttuqu and 
sutGtuqu meant “advanced,” i. e., “renowned, magnificent,” or 
the like. Does Prince’s interpretation, “ brought down,” suit, e. </., 
K 11152, 1 where Istar is called in-nin-na-at il&ni su-tu- 
ga-at be-li-e-ti. Of course, the author himself is not quite 
convinced of the correctness of his interpretation. 


D, pp. 67-92. 

68 , 12. II 26 c-d 51 is usually read nasft sa al-mat (Prince: 
lat)-ti.—14. I wonder whether the meaning “snare” for pitnu 
can be established; and if so, what would be the pitnu gal-la-bi, 
etc.?—15. sa-xa-tu is explained by Thompson, Devils, Vol. II, 
p. 172 as “vicinity.”—27 Da-ab. The reference (BrtUmow) 
10693 is to V 41 a-b 62; accordingly change the statement in 1. 3 
of this section.— 69 , 7 naq&ru sa elippi, II 26 No. 1 (add.) e-f 
8 is, of course, a gloss to IV 2 22 a 31, 32 (end) where with Thomp¬ 
son read i-na[-qar!]; see Brit. Texts , Pt. XVII, pi. 25, 11. 32, 
33.— 70, 1- For dakkanni see also CD., p. 1158 col. 1 (where 
read tak-kan); tak-kan is the gloss to the ideogram consisting 
of K I ( = place?) + manzazu, S b 267 (gi-is-gal); CD., p. 562, 
cols. 1, 2. Now in K 3449 a, rev. 9, we find u-kin-ma gi-is- 
gal-la-sa, translated by Jensen, KB., Vol. VI (1), p. 33; 350: 
“dann bestimmte er dessen ( i. e., of the kakkab qasta) Platz.” In 
very similar connection we find KB., Vol. VI (1), p. 30,11. 1 and 
8 ubassim man-za-za; man-za-az ilu B6l u ilu fi-a u-k[i]n 

i<>The author writes to me on this point: “ Yet 5uqtft might be an unusual form with 
long vowel at the-end.” 
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it-ti-su. We also find gis (or gis? Hwb., p. 343, col. 1) -gal, 
lu = ku-us-su-u, which, perhaps, would indicate a mistake on the 
part of the scribe in K 3449 of is for is. To this gi's ) gal(lu) 
may perhaps also belong K 1014 obv., 1. 2 (end) — Harper, 
BAL ., 457, where blt-gisgal-lu corresponds to bit danini 
in 1. 1. And what about IV 2 6, col. vi, 11. 15, 16, where instead 
of the usual reading am6lu su-u we could read amGlu 
gisgallu-u? Now, what might be the meaning of gisgallu? 
I believe that the gloss tak-kan gives us the clue for it. For, 
instead of tak-kan, I would read par-kan (against my own 
Dictionary, p. 1158, col. 1) and connect it with parkannu- 
“bolt,” a word occurring in Zimmern, Snrpu, viii, 59, and prob¬ 
ably also in KB., Vol. VI (1), p. 66, col. 3, 1. 29. The gloss 
par-kan is, of course, purely Semitic from ?p2; and, if so, this 
section belongs not into this Lexicon. — 71 , 7 (from below). I 
doubt very much whether litfl (and its synonym) sa-la-tum 
mean “offspring.”— 72 , 19 read Muss-Arnolt, 640 (not 440) b .— 
74 . My early statement concerning akfl and di-el-lu, 'CD., 
p. 33, col. 1, is, of course, untenable. See e. g., p. 359 s . v. 
t(t)arkullu (so read for Prince’s dimgullu) and further in my 
supplemental volume. 17 —76,3/4 ki^^u (kisu?) in kis($) libbi 
according to Ktlchler, Beitrdge zur Kenntnis der assyrisch-babyl. 
Medizin, p. 65, means: “Leibschneiden,” probably “colic,” while 
Thompson, Devils, Vol. II, p. 37, explains it as “heartache.”— 
14 nar&bu probably “to break.”— 78 , 17 read JAOS. (not AJSL), 
XXIV, 127.— 78 , 22, 23. Under article sisltu, CD., p. 775, col. 2, 
I stated: “KB VI (1), 364 ikkillu, Geschrei oder Geheul;” 
thus making Jensen responsible for this interpretation, who, I 
assume, considered sisitum a variant to sisitum (j/ sasfi) and 
si-ki-tum from saqft, “be high”'(also said of the voice), i. e., 
“high pitch” (of voice). P. 1100, col. 1 of CD., on the other 
hand, I state that siqitum means probably “irrigation.” The 
sisitu of K 2148, col. iii 29 (see Thompson, Devils, Vol. II, 
p. 153) must, of course, mean something else.— 80 , 7 (from 
below). S b 337 is perhaps rather sap$u (not sabgu) — “arro¬ 
gant, haughty, fiery of temperament”(!)— 81 , 5 (from below), 
read of course niqilpti (!) and see CD., pp. 913, 914, fcObp.— 

I beg leave to state, in this connection, that in my supplemental volume, comprising 
some 600 pages in print, at least one-third will be given to the revision of the letter £ 
inasmuch as this letter calls for more corrections than the remainder of the alphabet, and 
because more new material has been collected for its reconstruction than for the other letters. 
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6. nibiru scarcely “some part of a ship,” but=“a ferry boat,” 
the crossing in which was always more or less dangerous.— 82 , 
1/2, su-tuq-qu, preceded by e-li, with same ideogram; see 
Meissner, Supplement, p. 99, col. 2, who quotes 83, 11-18, 1332 
IV 7 DIR=sa-ta-qu.— 83 , 5 Zimmern, ZDMG., Vol. LVIII, 
p. 952, proposes to read t(tt)ax&du.—kam&rum sa suribu 
indicates that kamftru in the meaning of “throw, strike 
down,” is used of the suribu; qan&qu sa sa-bi-e, says that 
qan&qu is also used in the meaning of sabft (see CD., p. 999, 
col. 2, end).— 84 , 4 (from below) nam-qu. ZA., Vol. XVIII, 
p. 193, states that nam has also the value d(t)um, thus read 
dum-qu. — 85 , 15 elepu sa i$i scarcely means “join together, 
said of wood,” but rather “to grow, said of wood.”— 86 , 4 temGru 
is a verb rather than a noun.—12. Against reading mtilft (mu-lu) 
sa r6si, see Brtinnow, 11244, who quotes Delitzsch in Zimmern, 
Busspsalmen , p. 82 rm 1.— 87 , 25. nab&^u is of course only a 
by-form to napft^u. — 29. tarftku sa qinnazi, “tear a fetter in 
two,” Hwb., p. 714 (! not 6 15). I doubt this very much, tarftku 
means also “beat, strike;” and tar&ku sa qi-na-zi, V 19 c-d 
27 = “beat with a whip;” it is followed by ma-xa-gu (!). See 
also Jensen, KB., Vol. VI (1) p. 450; while Thompson, Devils, 
Vol. I, p. 130, 77: “hold back some animal with a halter.” — 
qin&zu, by the way, is explained in V 47 a 61 by (i <0 d(t)ax-ri. 
Instead of -ri, I assume ru, a mistake very easily explained, and 
read is($)daxxu, connecting it with isdaxxu, the s instead of s 
perhaps on account of the following dental. Now in Nimrod- 
Epic, Tablet VI, 1. 54, we read is-dax-xa ziq-ti u dir-ra-ta 
tal-ti-mes-su; and in V 32 a-b 47, we have man-na-su = il 
(>is!)-dax-xu, followed by tam-sa-ru — dir-ra-tum, evidently 
all synonyms; thus qin&zu = dirratum, “whip.”— 88 , 9. The 
explanation of $umbu, S c 299 = “finger,” is very good and will 
no doubt be accepted generally. 

E, pp. 92109 

The interpretation of the ideogram for bam&tu ( 95 , 17, 18) 
is most acceptable; as well as that of sa-a-mu, V 39 e-f 70 ( 98 , 
7-8).— 98 , 11. The gloss in II 39 e 7 clearly and distinctly reads 
e-ba not e-la.—17. There is no proof that il-mi in V 22 d 36 
is Sumerian IL-MI.—101, 8 sap$u is “might, power, high¬ 
ness;” sip$u “potentate, prince, ruler;” also used as an adjective: 
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“proud, haughty.”— 102 , 24ff. Fossey, Contribution , pp. 90, 91, 
does not mention ENGUR = apsti(* = Brit. Texts, Vol. XII, pi. 
26).— 104 , 5, read 5383 not 15383. The eresu treated there is, 
undoubtedly, a noun not a Yerb.—For armannu, Brtinnow, 5403, 
the author should not have referred to my article (§am) armannu 
“carrot,” but to the one preceding it: armannu, “sweet odor, 
incense, perfume.” On the ideogram see now Johns in PSBA., 
1905, p. 35.—24. taqribtu, “lamentation,” so Prince following 
Brtlnnow, 11618; read takkaltu (see CD ., p. 1157, col. 1).— 
109 , 20. Where does xadadu, “be strong,” occur? 


This review had been in type for some days when the writer 
received a copy of the Revue s6mitique , April, 1906, containing, 
on pp. 184, 185, the learned editor’s drastic criticism of Prince’s 
work, in which he gives expression to his annoyance of the 
author's manner of setting forth what is practically a new theory 
regarding the Sumerian problem. Perhaps the chief cause of 
offense to the distinguished French scholar is Prince’s unfortunate 
use of the term “the constantly decreasing Hal6vyan school of 
Jewish Chauvinism,” on p. iii of his preface. 18 Professor Prince 
has assured the reviewer that he merely meant by this expres¬ 
sion “a mistaken sense of Jewish patriotism” which, he believes, 
has been the main spirit instigating the Hal^vyan idea that in 
Sumerian we have only a jargon based on Semitic ideas and 
invented only by Semites for ritual purposes. In answer to 
Hal6vy’s objections to the table of phonetics, pp. x sqq., it may 
be pointed out that every one of the sound-changes therein indi¬ 
cated has a parallel in some existing language. Hal6vy, for 
instance, rejects the equations: B = G and B — M , yet in Yoruba 
there is a common sound sometimes represented by gb which is 
neither a b nor a hard g, but wavers between, them both. That 
B can be — M is seen in the Arabic dialectic pronunciation 
Maalbek for Baalbek. Furthermore, the interchange of n and a 
sibilant (Sum. s = n) occurs commonly between the Chinese dia¬ 
lects and has been duly noticed by Prince on p. xii. In short, 


is We can easily understand the feeling of provocation on the part of the venerable 
Nestor of Semitic studies in France at this more than unfortunate expression of Prince’s; 
and we regret its occurrence all the more because Professor Hal6vy has always been most 
kindly disposed toward the reviewer’s publications along Assyriological lines. See Rev. 
Vols. Ill (1895) pp. 91, 92; XIV (1906), pp. 190,191. 
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Prince’s idea of Sumerian is really a connecting link between the 
extreme idea of the Hal6vyan school and the extreme idea of the 
opposing Sumerist school; i. <?., our author believes that the system 
was, originally, a language, but has been corrupted unconsciously 
by centuries of accretion into what is now little more than a 
Semitized idiom, the non-Semitic foundations of which, however, 
are still visible through the more or less opaque veil of Semitic 
influences in which they are shrouded. 
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A MANDiEAN HYMN ON THE SOUL. 


By Schclim Ochser, 

Office Editor of the Jetcish Encyclopedia. 

Although many scholars have written on the lyrical poetry of 
the Mandaeans, no specimens have as yet been given, despite the 
fact that Brandt has touched on “the exit of the soul” in his 
Mandceische Religion . This work, however, is general in char¬ 
acter, and gives only a cursory view of the beliefs on this subject 
To illustrate the Mandaean teachings concerning tne soul, I have 
selected a hymn of thirty-six lines from the Qolasta (ed. Euting, 
p. 11a, 1. 18 to p. 12a, L 20), as a summary of the doctrines of 
their religion. 

Going toward a river, the soul, in the poet’s vision, meets 
Shitil, one of the first emanations, whom it urges to accompany 
it to receive baptism “in the name of life.” When asked what 
witnesses it can bring to vouch for the good deeds which it has 
done in the body, it names the sun, the moon, and the everlasting 
fire, but it receives answer that all these will fail it, and that it 
can therefore have no witness for life eternal. Finally, however, 
it cites as witnesses the Jordan, the Pehta, the Sundays, charitable 
deeds, the temples, and God himself. These are the true witnesses, 
who can give it entrance to the future world. 

Though this brief fragment breaks off at this point, it affords 
a clear idea of the view of the future state of the soul according 
to the religion of the Mandaeans* 

I. 

! artri saira 
rrpb'o kit -p 
rrrs wnwnm tosea 
KnKHBPJi rrrs swara 
JWWSrna bTHO ■‘QK31 
: sbTM* 

bTHS "pas “K'Kra 
SOTUrb *T3C« 

iKmtrb ‘prwa wacso v 
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?bmn ktikc ii3*KiKb? trim *,K3 
k^tikcs wnrr: *K*Kixb? iraK® k-3ti 

KT'IOl Kin Kb 
!K'3Ks nx^imi _ xin Kbi 

Kb? ■pmwan btmwj 
aK“»K "J'tckh ,K 3 i , rreKp 

Kb? pmK^Ki wrcKuj 
b'tsKa bKrsnrc lrtiKa 
W"CK» b*t3K3 bKtJST 
.... K*bt3K3 bKt33*a K1K3C1 

II. 

n*pb*C K3JPK' ]'2 
n"*B KTtttCTDTI K3K33 
Kwramn rr3"s K3K33 
K'S-'Ksnra b-rra *i3K3i 
: Kb-iisK 

b-rva *,12K iK'Kra 

K3T1K'b 'K'K3'/- K'3CK 
! X3TX"b yOK3T3 K3'3CKT3 “1? 
? KiKn kthko yD’KiKb? k ifn yxn 
! K'1HKC3 KTim *(K'K1Kb? K^'C K'3T1 
ks^kst Kin Kb 
! K'3K3 rUttlWI Kin Kbl 
Kb? 7m«BKl K*1"0 
nKIK rrSKp ,K3T ,-pD«n 
Kb? ■pmKCKI K”i*0 
b'OKa bWWa KT'C 
K1*c b*r3K3 bKt33n3 
.... K'bt3K3 bKt33ia kiksci 

III. 

rrpb'o K3T*r 'p 

tTVB WWOTT1 K3K33 
KHK13*3"3'1 nVB K3KD3 

srsiKStro b-rra poKsn 

: Kb'-3K 

bTTa *13K -jK-Kra 
K3THrb 'K"X3"2 K"3CK 
K3TlK'b *'“'K3“3 K3“3CK'3 1? 


Digitized by LjOOQLe 




A Mand.ean Hymn on the Soul 


289 


?xixn xtrxo vs-xixby tnm *,x <2 
! x'irncs xim -jx'Kixby xii3 rpx'i 

unoi xm xb 
!x*sxs nxasni Kin xbi 
xby ■pmxexi xiid 
xiax xava^xsan 
xby ■pmxaxi xiis 
b-axa bKaa-n xn: 
xms b*oxa bxtsa-n 
.... x-btsxa bxtsara xix:ci 

IV. 

rrpb-o «rrK' •pi 
rra-B xnxaimi wtc: 

KHKEIZni PT3-B X3XSa 

K'aixsrra brno •paxai 

; xb'nax 

blP® *,13K -jK'KRa 
KDTiK'b TK-Mra K'jCX 

xsr'K'b pswo xs-aoxa v 
?.... xinxc ■ps'KiKby xim ^»a 
K'lnxca xnm ‘s-Kishy xs^s ynm xsuk” 
K'lRXca mrra ‘x'xixby xaiaaxai xbiotsi Knrrs 
K'lnxoa rm 'K'Klxby xp-rri X3xsi xaxaaxn 
k^irkcs xim -;K'Kixby xax3Taoxai xasaxa 
x^inxca xim ix'xixby iK'KBKSai^ xp-rr 
x-inxca xnna -jx-KiKby ■pww'tai "pax 

xr'xai in *,nxn 
xnaxsi nxaira ]'rxn 
X3pxn xnxib x'acx-yi , x^n rrab pxoy is 
ynrpca KTtxo ■ -pm x-ni * ( x3ib'Kaa is 
! K'laKI bis XT1X1C1 »XD 1 S 1 S 1 * ( 13'n X'inXD 

.... **sxt x-ni 

I. 

In the name of life! 

From the Jordan I ascended, 

The primal form of the soul I met; 

I met the primal form of the soul, 

Which is inclosed in our father Shitil; 

I spake to him: 
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By thy life, O Father Shitil, 

Go thou with us unto the Jordan, 

Or I shall go with you unto the Jordan! 

Will there be a witness with you? 

The setting sun shall testify for us. 

It is not this which I desire, 

Nor is it this which doth baptize the soul. 

The sun of which thou speakest 

Arose, set, it grew dark, the evening came on; 

The sun of which thou speakest, 

The sun is destroyed, 

Destroyed is the sun, 

And they who worship him are annihilated. 


II. 

From the Jordan 1 ascended. 

The primal form of the soul I met; 

I met the primal form of the soul, 

Which is inclosed in our father Shitil; 

I spake to him: 

By thy life, 0 Father Shitil, 

Go thou with us unto the Jordan, 

Or 1 shall go with you unto the Jordan! 

Will there be a witness with you? 

The setting moon shall testify for us. 

It is not this which I desire, 

Nor is it this which doth baptize the soul. 

The moon of which thou speakest, 

It grew dark, set, arose, the evening came on; 
The moon of which thou speakest, 

The moon is destroyed, 

Destroyed is the moon, 

And they who worship it are annihilated. 

III. 

From the Jordan I ascended, 

The primal form of the soul I met; 

I met the primal form of the soul, 

Which is inclosed in our father Shitil; 

I spake to him: 

By thy life, O Father Shitil, 

Go thou with us unto the Jordan, 

Or I shall go with you unto the Jordan! 

Will there be a witness with you? 

The blazing fire shall testify for us. 

It is not this which I desire, 

Nor is it this which doth baptize the soul. 
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The fire of which thou speakest 
Will perish some time in the day. 

The fire of which thou speakest, 

The fire is dead, 

Dead is the fire, 

And they who worship it are annihilated. 

IV. 

From the Jordan I ascended, 

The primal form of the soul I met; 

I met the primal form of the soul, 

Which is inclosed in our father Shitil; 

I spake to him: 

By thy life, O Father Shitil, 

Go thou with us unto the Jordan, 

Or I shall go with you unto the Jordan! 

Will there be witnesses with you? 

The Jordan and its two banks will testify for us, 

The Pehta and Kushta and Mambuga will testify for us, 

Sundays and the foundations of almsgiving will testify for us, 

The dwelling and the house in which we thrive will testify for us, 
The almsgiving from our hands will testify for us, 

Our father, who standeth at our head, will testify for us. 

It is this which we desire, 

And it is this which doth baptize our soul. 

And when I ascend to the house of the life, and go to the abode of 
glory, 

And when I am asked what witnesses of life shall testify for us, 
Then there are witnesses of truth, and true is all they say! 

And life is victorious. 

NOTES. 

KDfiO “ base, trunk,” one of the sporadic ancient words in Mandeean with a change of 
meaning (see NOldeke, Mandaeische Grammatik, xxviii). 

StSflTlD “justice,” form JsJLS instead of fctOEnp (NOldeke, toe. cit., 89,104). In Man- 
dean the word has become restricted in meaning to religious ceremonies, and may accord¬ 
ingly be compared for. connotation with the Assyrian “to take the hands of Bel” (see 
Brandt, Mandaeischc Religion , 200, 201). 

anrro “ host, holy wafer,” metathesis instead of . In Mandeean this word 

means only the abode of glory (see Levy, WOrterbvch, 8. v. XnrPDi Sidra Rabba, ed. 
Petermann, p. 8, 8). 

amatana “ weave,” but the meaning is the wine belonging to the church service. 
= 1 vA (see Brandt, loc. cit ., 109,110). 

rWC perfect first person of the Pe'al of “to meet,” which becomes nn in 
Mandeean by assimilation of 3 to the following 0. 

active participle of the Pe'al of the tert. yod ^ , “to look out, implore,” 

plus the pronoun of the first person (see NOldeke, loc. cit ., 257, 259). 

perfect of the Pe'al of “evening comes on.” It is always written with X 
instead of $ (NOldeke, toe. cit., 241). 
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SOME CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE INTERPRETATION 
OF THE SONG OF SONGS. 


SUGGESTED BY TRAVEL IN PALESTINE. 

By Hans H. Spoer, Ph.D., 

Meadville, Pa. 

The study of the Song of Songs has received, during the last 
few years, various valuable contributions from American and 
European scholars. A careful study of the Song of Songs, sup¬ 
plemented by personal observations made in Palestine, during 
almost three years’ residence, has convinced me that much re¬ 
mains still to be done before we shall have disentangled the 
mystery of the text and meaning of this collection of charming 
Volkslieder. 

My study has led me to regard the Song of Songs as a combi¬ 
nation of a northern and southern recension of songs, originating 
in southern Palestine, more especially around Jerusalem. 1 The 
weaving-together has naturally been casual and accidental, so 
that it is not very difficult to separate the foreign elements— i. e ., 
those which have come from the north—from those which are 
original and southern. These northern elements are, briefly, as 
follows: 

1. The idea of bridegroom and bride being regarded as king 
and queen. This idea is unknown in southern Palestine, especially 
in and around Jerusalem, as repeated inquiries in various districts 
have assured me. It is, however, familiar in northern Palestine 
and Syria. 

2. The sword-dance. This is equally unknown in southern 
Palestine as executed by the bride. It is, as I had often occa¬ 
sion to witness, performed by the male guests. However, in 
the north it is executed by the bride herself, as also among the 
Bedu who live east of the Jordan. 

3. The allusion to Damascus (7:5) and to the Lebanon, at a 
time when neither Damascus nor the Lebanon had any interest 
for the Jews, which appears strange in a song which is regarded 

1 1 hop© to present my theory in detail at an early date. 
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as originating in southern Palestine. The Lebanon is barely men¬ 
tioned in late biblical literature or even apocryphal writings, 
except when older events are referred to. 

Other arguments which point to a double recension are: 

1. Distinct references to Jerusalem, Zion, and other southern 
Palestinian localities, which place us in the atmosphere of a 
different district. 

2. A great number of doublets, which can be explained only 
by the fusion of two recensions of song into the Song of Songs. 

3. The presence of the name “Solomon” in the song. This is 
best explained as being due to the fact that the people, to whom 
the songs came back from the north containing specific allusions to 
northern Syrian wedding customs which they did not understand, 
interpreted “king” as referring to Solomon. 

4. The reference to the threshing-sledge which clearly points 
to a northern origin. While they are in everyday use in the Leba¬ 
non district, I have seen none used in southern Palestine, though 
I have watched the harvest in many villages, where, as it seemed, 
they would have been a decided saving of labor. Wherever 
found, they are regarded as an importation from the north. At 
Er-Ramleh in the Great Plain, I have seen not fewer than six¬ 
teen head of cattle at work on one heap treading out the grain. 

The Greek manuscript to which reference is made is found in 
the Library of the Greek Patriarchate in Jerusalem. It was 
written by Laurentius Archiepiscopus Sina between the years 
1593 and 1017. It has 122 leaves, paper, size 20 x 15 cm. cursive 
script. 

1:3, 4. These two verses are a song of the women addressed 
to the bridegroom. The difficulty which vs. 3 presents has been 
obviated by Siegfried’s emendation pispuj “ which has been poured 
out” for p-W. However, the change of person, vs. 4a, is per¬ 
plexing. The speaker cannot be, in view of vs. 4 c, (/, a single 
individual, nor can the phrase “let us run” refer only to the 
bride and groom, as in that case lines c and cl could not be ex¬ 
plained. I propose to read “draw ms” instead of 

“draw me.” Lines b and e are irrelevant and later insertions. 
The poem has two stanzas of three lines each: 

3. Lovely in (their) fragrance are thy oils, 

Ointment which has been poured out is thy name. 

Therefore do the young women love thee. 
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4, a. Draw us after thee, let us run. 

c. We will exult and rejoice in thee. 

d. We will praise thy love more than wine. 

1: 6. nirHTTjj "'Dfcttzj is an explanatory gloss based upon vs. 5a. 

1:12. rpTSH has been substituted for an original "HY7. 

1:13. Instead of a bag of myrrh the young women of Pales¬ 
tine carry a small bunch of fragrant herbs inside the dress. On 
one occasion a young woman, seeking to show some kindly atten¬ 
tion to my wife, drew a handful of sweet-smelling herbs from her 
bosom and offered it to her. For this purpose they employ more 
especially carnations, rosemary, and above all sweet basil. 

1:17. Read DTPB “blossoms” for DTVP3. For WDTH read 
with Siegfried and some MSS = our flooring. The picture 

here is of a scene out-of-doors (c/. 1:16), and not indoors. The 
“beams of our house” are the overarching branches of cedars or 
cypresses, the green couch of vs. 16 is the flooring.of vs. 17, i. e., 
the flower-studded grass which has sprung up in this sheltered 
place; except to one who has actually seen it, the vivid wealth of 
coloring in such a spot is hardly conceivable. The speaker—a 
child of nature—conceives of herself as a flower among the 
flowers (c/. 2:1). To regard this as the description of a house 
is contrary to vs. 16; that of a bed (Budde) is not merely con¬ 
trary to the sense of the passage, but to oriental life and custom, 
for even at the present day, although in certain wealthy harems 
bedsteads are to be seen, they are a modern introduction, and 
rather for ornament than use. I am reminded, by the interpreta¬ 
tion of vs. 17 as “bed” or “bedstead,” of an occasion when 
some lantern-slides, illustrative of Bible scenes, were exhibited at 
a religious meeting in Jerusalem, one of which, that of the flight 
of the holy family to Egypt, was greeted with laughter and cries 
of: “Fancy Sitti Miry am riding on a side-saddle!” 

17. The beams of our house are cedars, 

Our flooring is of flowers, 

2:1. nbsan cannot be the colchicum , which does not blossom 
in early spring in the plain of Sharon (c/. Post, Flora of Syria , 
Palestine and Sinai , pp. 808 sq.). It is perhaps the crocus viteU 
linns , which blossoms from December to February (cf. Post, op . 
c/Y., p. 772). 

2: 9. Read b^b IS “or a stag,” in accordance with MSS. 442 
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rj iXdxfxp, instead of D^bWl ‘iBib IK . If in one part of the line 
the lover is compared to a grown animal, why in the next clause 
should he be spoken of as the young of an animal? The promi¬ 
nent idea (cf. vs. 8) is that of the swiftness and strength of early 
maturity. Emend 2:17 in conformity with the above. 

3:2. Omit *0 with LXX A. Delete ntarTQI D'piTO with 
MSS. 370 as a later expansion suggested by “TJQ. The clause 
VrSS'J fctb*) YTYCpQ is a gloss from 5:6; it anticipates the 
sequel. 

3:9. The poem 3:6-11, belonging to the Syrian or northern 
recension, consists of six stanzas alternately of four and three 
lines each. Vs. 9 has, however, only two lines according to the 
MT. In view of vs. 7 6, c, the two lines of which form a syn¬ 
thetic parallelism, it seems to me that the lost member of vs. 9 
formed a similar parallel. Perhaps something like DTIRn 
D'H'inQn “from the choice cedars,” must be read as third line. 

3:10. For *bin read ilin “its ornament” (cf. Zech. 6:13; 
10:3), the pronoun referring to the seat. Line d is meaningless 
“paved by love,” even if we explain TOFIK (with Konig, Lehrge- 
bdude , III, 332 t. 107) as meaning “love on the part of the 
daughters of Jerusalem.” Graetz, Siegfried, et al. consider 
rcnfct miswritten for □"'DQH “ebony” (Ezek. 17:15 Qeri). But 
this does not help us much. According to vs. 9, the palanquin 
is made of the woods of Lebanon, which do not include ebony. 
The emendation of Graetz is due to the fact that he and his fol¬ 
lowers laid stress upon the description of the palanquin, and not 
on its still more precious contents. The true value of the 
is that it conveys the far more precious bridegroom. Around 
this idea the poem centers and therefore I propose to read 
"Unfc “it hides my beloved,” instead of PQnK . tViDSlE is 
an early corruption of an original *0237,2 “from us.” DblZftT is 
an insertion due to the southern recension of this song. Vss. 9 
and 10 therefore read: 

9. A palanquin made for himself the king 
From the’ wood of the Lebanon, 

From the choice cedars. 

* 10. Its columns he made of silver, 

Its banisters of gold. 

Its seat , purple is its ornament. 

It hides my beloved from us. 
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3:11. yr2 m2 makes the line too long, and is an interpola¬ 
tion in accordance with the phrase DbtzftT 1 tYl32E of vs. 10. 

4: 2. The description of the shining whiteness of the maiden’s 
teeth is marred by the introduction of an entirely foreign and 
irrelevant idea. The whiteness of the wool of newly shorn sheep 
which have just come from the brook where they have been 
washed is a very fitting comparison, but what does the phrase, 
“which all of them cast twins, and there is none of them without 
young,” mean in this connection, as the tertium comparationis is 
the whiteness! The reference to sheep would easily lend itself 
to such an expansion, and it can be due only to a glossator. 

4:3. The translation, “like a split of the pomegranate is thy 
temple” (Budde, Siegfried, et. aZ.), suggests to me little more 
than a gash in the forehead of the unfortunate maiden, nbs can¬ 
not have here the meaning “piece,” as RV. As we have in vss. 2 and 
3a a description of the teeth and lips, the reference to the temples 
is perhaps out of place. However, the split in the pomegranate, 
showing its round fruit, may well be likened to the opened lips 
showing the rows of pearly teeth. Vs. 36 may have been in¬ 
tended to give us the complete image in detail described in vss. 
2 and 3a. In accordance with this view, I propose to read 
■pEPSl instead of "pEHn, delete , and divide the verse at 

^rrinsip . The phrase “from behind thy veil” is here and in 
vs. 1 a gloss (Siegfried). Vss. 2 and 3 read as emended: 

2. Thy teeth are like a herd newly shorn, 

Which have just come out of the water. 

3. Like a thread of crimson are thy lips, 

And thy mouth is lovely like a split in a pomegranate. 

4:4. The difficulty of understanding this verse was felt by 
the early translators, who rendered the phrase tYV'Ebrb **02 
variously. The import of the first line seems to me to have been 
misunderstood. In harmony with the beautiful features is the 
well-set neck of the maiden, fittingly compared to the stately and 
graceful tower of David. The word **\Z2 is perhaps a corruption 
of “between,” and the inexplicable word tVTSbnb may have 
taken the place of an original “thy necklaces;” cf. vs. 9. 

This completes a picture which is exactly parallel to that of the 
preceding line. As the tower of David gains in appearance by 
the comparative unimportance of the walls on either side, so the 
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maiden’s neck may be said to gain by the two silver chains which 
are attached to the headdress of the bride, and fall beside the 
cheeks, fastening below the chin. As the poem describes the 
figure of the maiden, vs. 4 b, c is irrelevant. The lines being 
descriptive of armor, seem to me to be an expansion of a mental 
picture of the “tower of David.” The second line of vs. 4 is 
vs. 5, which is only one line long. 

4:5. As the breasts are never referred to as two, but simply 
as breasts ( e . g., 1:13 [7:8]; 7:9; 8:10), except 7:4, which is 
a doublet of 4:5, nor the other members of the body which are 
in pairs specified as such by the addition of the number two 
( e . (/., lips, 4:3, 11; 5:13; cheeks, 1:10; 5:13; shanks, 5:15; 
feet, 5:3; hands, 5:5, 14; eyes, 1:15; 4:1; 5:12; 6:5; 7:5; 
hips, 7:2), I delete on the same analogy the tautological 
before and also before D^B?. The reconstructed verse 

reads: 

Vs. 4a. Like the ttfwer of David is thy neck between thy necklaces . 

Vs. 5. Thy breasts are like young twins of the gazelle, feeding among 
anemones . a 

4:12. The change of into (LXX, Graetz, Budde, Sieg¬ 
fried) does not improve the verse. It is more conceivable that 
the second bV3 is due to a scribal error. This would give us: 

A closed garden is my sister, bride, 

A spring of water sealed. 

4:13. D“'3iJ3"] = “pomegranates,” fruits and not trees; cf. 4:3. 
This reference to the maiden’s form is of a kind frequently met 
with in the popular songs of today; e. g., “Thy breasts are pome¬ 
granates of the Dimas” (unhudak rummcim ad-dlmds). “ Precious 
fruits” must stand in apposition to pomegranates, therefore delete 
DJ 1 . J E"'T^D Up D^EO looks too much like the preceding phrase, 
and seems to be due to an incorrect dittography, moreover, the 
word Tp with which vs. 14 begins seems to be in some measure 
responsible for this error. We should perhaps take the words 
“spikenard and saffron” of vs. 14 to vs. 13, so that the emended 
verse reads: 

Thy sprouts are a garden of pomegranates. 

Precious fruits, Spikenard and Saffron. 

Vs. 14, which is too long, would also gain in metre by this simple 
change. Finally the clause D"H"C EH? D"HBD is omitted in MS. 442. 

2 For the explanation of this word see 5:13. 


Digitized by LjOOQLC 



298 


Hebbaica 


4:14. This verse is still unusually long (see above). Vss. 12, 
13, 15, and 16 have only two lines to the verse. As the fragrant 
herbs are mentioned without any further qualification of genus, 
the additional words, “with all the trees,” before “frankincense,” 
are out of keeping with the rest, and seem to be due to incorrect 
dittography of vs. 146$. Add the conjunction before . 

Calamus and cinnamon, frankincense and myrrh 
And aloes with all the chief spices. 

5:4. TT2n has not the meaning of “feeling compassion,” but 
rather that of “being heated;” cf. "OvD 5T2h “a heating drink” 
(Prov. 20:1), or the Talmudic ffi2PI “to desire, lust.” 

My inward parts lusted for him. 

5:11. For D^bribri read “twisted, braided;” 

“plait, braid of hair.” The Bedu beau still braids his tresses, 
allowing them to fall over the shoulder in front. The plaits are 
considered a great beauty, and are evidently intended here. 

5:13. DTiVjj is perhaps the ranunculus asiaticus . The 
scarlet anemone, moist with raindrops, is a fitting comparison for 
the fresh lips of the maiden. 

Wazf on the Beloved (c. 6:10—7:1-6). The poem has four 
verses of four lines each. The beginning of this poem is perhaps 
found in 6:10, according to various commentators. 

6:10. As the maiden appears here under the image of gentle 
and mild light, the phrase “unapproachable as warriors” seems 
the more unsuitable in this connection, and may be an insertion 
due to the Syrian recension of these songs, a reference to the 
sword-dance characteristic of Syria. 

7:1 completes the first verse of the poem. Fearing that this 
beautiful apparition might disappear as suddenly as the glow of 
the sunrise in the morning sky, there is a cry “Stay! stay!” so 
that the eyes may satiate themselves with so fair a picture. Read 
therefore “stay” (Bickel) instead of “return.” The 

reading ■WJJ arose from the idea that this was the description of 
a sword-dance rather than of her personal charms. That the 
sword-dance is a notion foreign to the original song, and due to 
the Syrian recension, is further illustrated by the two last lines 
of this verse, which are connected with the preceding only by the 
irrelevant question: “What do you behold in the Shulamite?” 
The answer, “like a dance of two companies,” is 

• t “ 
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a reminiscence of the sword-dance, although the text in its pres¬ 
ent form cannot be easily explained. One can get a general 
impression of the appearance of a person who is dancing, but 
such a minute description as we have in vss. 2 sqq . of one who is 
whirling in the mazes of the flashing sword-dance is impossible. 

6:10 a, b. Who is she that looks down as the dawn. 

Fair as the moon, clear as the shining sun ? 

7:1a, 6. Stay! stay! o Shulamite! 

Stay! stay! that we may look at thee! 

7:3. The comparison of the “belly” to the low, oblong heap 
of precious wheat upon a threshing-floor is a happy one. The 
image, however, is incomplete and marred by the next line: “sur¬ 
rounded by anemones .” As the heaps of grain are shaped upon 
the threshing-floor, and are there only seen to the best advantage, 
it seems to me that a phrase like “"^rrb? “which 

is heaped up upon the threshing-floor” stood originally in the 
place of D^’vTVJn . Besides, this line and vs. 4 are a 
doublet of 4:5, although the order of the lines has been re¬ 
versed. The thus emended verse reads: 

Thy navel is a round goblet; 

It shall not lack wine. 

Thy belly is a heap of wheat, 

Which is heaped up upon the threshing-floor. 

7:5. “Pools of Heshbon” are not mentioned elsewhere in the 
Old Testament, but the Pool of Hebron is known (2 Sam. 4:12), 
and its mention in this connection is more probable than that of 
Heshbon, a distant town in Moab. I therefore suggest that yosn 
is miswritten for *p"Qn. Following the LXX w Xipvai^ it is 
better to read D before rWO. This emendation commends itself 
in view of bl3*-D in the following line. The phrase "^*w"b? 
D-2-rm is an explanatory gloss. “ID^bn belongs to the Syrian 
recension of the song, and is perhaps an early substitute for an 
original (c/. 4:4). The phrase *12 n21£ “turning 

unto Damascus” belongs likewise to the Syrian recension of the 
song, for to a man living in the Lebanon, Damascus would 
naturally be the ideal city; for the Jew living in Palestine, at the 
time when this song was composed, it had little or no interest. To 
complete the fourth line of this stanza, I take the first line of vs. 6 
with it. This poem is incomplete. The emended verse reads: 
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Vs. 5. Thy neck is like a tower of ivory. 

Thy eyes are like the pools of Hebron. 

Thy nose is like the tower of David. 

Vs. 6a. Thy head is above thee like Carmel. 

7:9. "pan, which is not necessary for the understanding of 
mbDtfjfct (cf. 7:7; Isa. 65:8; Mic. 7:1), is perhaps better omitted 
for the sake of metre. 

7:10. The word TjH seems to me scarcely consistent. The 
mouth can serve as a receptacle, a cup for wine, but can scarcely 
be regarded as the liquid itself. As, however, the spittle of the 
maiden is often compared by the lovers in popular Arabic poetry 
to something of exquisite taste, I propose to read p*\ “spittle” 
for . "‘-nib conveys no clear meaning in this connection, and 
I believe that it has crept into this verse from vs. 11. For 
D^lZTEb I read plIYjb “sweetly,” taking it with ‘f,bTl to the 
next line. For "T1B1D read T0‘lD “my lips.” The rest of the 
line I find incomprehensible. It is the lover who is tasting this 
“wine,” and not those who are sleeping. The whole phrase is 
perhaps a marginal gloss. 

Thy spittle is like the best wine, 

It goes down sweetly sliding over my lips. 

7:12. The word D"^BD is translated in the RV. by “villages;” 
so Budde; others take it to mean “cypress flowers” or “henna 
flowers.” The first translation is not borne out by vs. 12, nor 
does it seem quite suitable in this connection. The translation 
“Cyprus flower” or “henna flower” is derived from the Aramaic, 
but such a rendering of the Hebrew seems to me not wholly 
beyond question. The word in 4:13, q. v ., may be a scribal error, 
and I am inclined to read in this passage the more general term 
“flowers” (cf. 2:12), which is more in harmony with the 
non-specific word miT of 1. a. 

Come, my beloved, let us go to the field, 

Let us lodge among the flowers. 

8:6 b. The two lines of this half-verse have been variously 
explained, especially the word HTDnbu;, which offers the greatest 
difficulty. However, it seems to me that the problem may lie in 
another connection. In the first place, the verse may be divided 
at biK’vTB, making PQI"!** the subject of both verbs PW5 and 
nip, for which read ncpri . The subject of the second half of 
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the verse becomes HfcOp, for which read HfcOp “its passion” (c/. 
Gesenius-Kautzch, Hebrew Grammar % 1898, §91c). PPS12H is 
perhaps miswritten for PISPID, unless we should read the imper¬ 
fect CptoFl “it burns.” Read ■ , B12"0 after the analogy of n*17JD 
and The 12 of HTOnbir is a dittography of the 12 of 

12fc$, and the rest of the word perhaps an inaccurate dittography 
of rQTJfct from the line above. The verse thus emended reads: 

For love is strong as death, it is inflexible as sheol, 

Its passion bums like flames of fire. 
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DER VULGlRARABISCHE DIALEKT VON JERUSALEM. 1 

Professor Lflhr, Mitarbeiter a£ the Deutsche Archftologische Institute 
1903-4, at Jerusalem, has published, as a result of his year’s residence, 
an Arabic grammar of the local dialect. It seems to have been no part 
of Professor LOhr’s intention to make comparisons between the Jerusalem 
dialect and classical Arabic, but rather that, more immediately practical, 
of furnishing a grammar of use to the non-Arabist, as well as to the more 
advanced student; and this end he has most successfully achieved. 

Far be it from me to dogmatize as to local pronunciation, for my 
three years’ residence in Jerusalem served at least to convince me that 
this would be more than futile, so great are the variations occasioned by 
locality and social class. The oriental is conservative; each village has 
its own customs, its own language; even after one becomes fairly well 
versed in the Jerusalem speech, one is perplexed by new words, new uses, 
and a new pronunciation in some village, distant but an afternoon’s walk. 
The lower-class population of Jerusalem is constantly recruited from the 
villages, and one soon learns to know from the form of a man’s turban 
and a woman’s veil whether they will say kelb or chelb , or whether the 
coin which they ask for their wares will be called an asherah or a metalik. 

Among the upper classes one finds, even among those speaking, in 
some sort, the Jerusalem dialect, a tendency to conform to the literary 
Arabic, despising, for example, the use of the common form of negation, 
m - sh as being “fellah-ish.” 

This difficulty, of speaking with certainty on points of pronunciation, 
meets one upon the very threshold of the study, and I would venture to 
suggest certain alternatives even to Professor LOhr’s account of the sounds 
of the alphabet. 

(P. 2) So far as my experience goes, the letter ^ (= g) is by no means 
pronounced like the French j (as in jour, jamais), but always like the 
English j (as in jar, jealous) except of course in Egypt, and among the 
Bedu, where it has the hard sound of g (as in get). Cf. gebel = u a moun¬ 
tain;” in Egypt gebel. 

(P. 4) Professor LOhr quotes Littmann as describing the difficult 
letter £ = r as pronounced with “a rolling noise,” while he himself depre¬ 
cates this, and gives it as “sounding between a g and an r.” Either 
description is inadequate to describe the indescribable. The only efficient 
comparison is to the snarl of a camel! 

i Der vulgArarabische Dialekt von Jerusalem. Nebst Texten and WOrterverzeich- 
niss. Von Dr. Mhx LOhr. Giessen: Alfred T6ppelmann y 190.). 

302 


Digitized by LjOOQLC 



Book Notices 


303 


(P. 5) o is correctly alleged to be often pronounced like £>. It may 
be added that it is pronounced also like £, as in el-'uds. 

4. Professor LOhr might add to the variants of this letter that of 
the hard g as used by the fellahin of Bethlehem — a habit for which they 
are much ridiculed. They say, for example, gar a duggano 'al-gdfir for 
kara dukkano 'al-kdfir — ^he let his shop to the unbeliever.” 

I would point out in relation to pronouns (§7) that the suffix of the 
third person singular masculine is perhaps more commonly o than ft, and 
that (§ 8) a form more usual than tabd' is btd\ fern, btd'at , pi. bt(l\ With 
suffixes we have the forms btd'i , btd-'ak m., btaik f., btd'o m., btd'ha f., 
pi. btd'na, btd'kum m. and f., btd'hum m. and f. 

Moreover, I would suggest (§ 4) that md-s are perhaps the separated 
parts of mus = md+hu+si. Mus is never used for the negation of the 
perfect or imperfect. One says md 8d6aris = “he did not wait;” md 
bifhamnds = “he does not understand us;” but 'andi mus waqt = u I 
have no time.” 

I have always heard the first a of the demonstrative pronouns (§ 10) 
hdda and hddi, pronounced long when standing alone. There is, how¬ 
ever, a tendency to shorten the first vowel in the contracted form of the 
pronoun and article, when the noun begins with the same letter and thus 
causes a double consonant in pronunciation; e. g ., has sdbbdr = ii this 
dyer,” but hdl-kasr = “ this fracture.” 

In addition to eiya for the interrogative pronoun u which ? ” (§ 14) one 
hears also ei. m., and, when approaching a camp in the darkness, I have 
heard men call out “stizzul” = “who is there?” LOhr gives w$s izzbl 
(§ 15) as the formula—to which one answers, “a friend” or “enemy,” as 
the case may be. Again, I have heard f u ldn (§ 16) more often than Jldn, 
and md { tad than md hdda for “no one.” The term wald wahad should 
also be given. I differ also as to the rendering of the vowels in wald 8t. 
I think the last two should be long, as in si always, whereas those of isi 
are always short. 

I would observe in regard to the special forms given (§ 26) that the 
abbreviations 'am or even 'an are equally used with 'ammdl to express 
the present condition; ’am btiktbu = “&re you writing?” (pi.) The parti¬ 
ciple rdih is used to express such forms as rdihln bniktib =“we are 
about to write.” The separate pronoun is not always added. 

I would suggest the following additional examples and explanations 
of Professor LOhr’s remarks upon the verb: 

(§36) In the imperative the 2d per. m. sing, of all verbs mediae v or 
y are pronounced with a long vowel. 

(§ 39) Sdf is often used instead of sdf. 

(§40) Sdr is used also in connection with an adjective or participle, 
and expresses a state; e. gr., sdr aiydn — “he is ill;” sdr fidsi = “it is full.” 

(§ 44) The third radical of the verb tertiae v, y, or a becomes long 

when the affixes begin with a consonant—after the analogy of the classi¬ 
cs 

cal verbs; e. gr., ramQt. This takes place in the 2d and 1st per. 
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sing, and pi. The ending u of the 3d per. pi., as in classical Arabic, is 
added to the second radical of the stem, without compensation for the 
third radical. I have heard nisyu in addition to nisu = “they have for¬ 
gotten.” If a pronominal suffix be added to a or i —». e., to the third 
radical—these are lengthened; e. g ., ntsiha = u he has forgotten her;” 
kardhum = “ he has let them.” A doubly weak verb of frequent occur¬ 
rence should be here noticed; cf. §99. aga = “to come,” which is per¬ 
haps the corrupted fourth stem of . 


Singular 

Plural 

Imperative 

aga 

agu 

bigi 

agat 


btigi 

git 

gitu 

etc. 

giti 



git 

gina 

bdgi pi. nlgi 


One hears also iga instead of aga . The imperative is not in use. The 
following forms are substituted: 

ta'dl ta'dli ta'dlu 

or 

taa tai tau 

(§ 48) I have heard bydchud rather than yOchud as the imperfect of 
achad. 

(§ 49) There is a definite pause after the first syllable of saal , which 
should therefore be written sa’al sa’alat ; imperative i&’al, part, sd’il or 
sdyil. 

(§ 50) The more usual form of the participle of the derived stems is 
that without the prefix i; e. g ., 

mgaTrrib y yarrab “to attempt” mkdtib y kdtak 

II stem mgarrab III stem mkdtab “to correspond” 

(§ 74) az’ag = “to disturb” may be added to the list of verbs of the 
fourth stem. 

(§75) 'dtvan = “to help” is a verb med. rad. v of the IV stem. 
y dman = “ to believe ” is a verb, radical hemza, IV stem. 

(§86) The verbs idda'a = “t o pretend” and istawa = “to be ripe” 
(doubly weak) should be added to those of the eighth stem, with a weak 
third radical. The prefix characteristic of the VIII stem is often omitted 
in the dialect, e. g., stara instead of istara = “ he has bought.” 

(§ 90) I would add two verbs of the tenth stem, first radical hemza: 
istd’zan = “to ask permission;” ista’hal = “to deserve.” 

(§99) I am interested to observe that the verb wi'i (§9) “to take 
care, to be attentive ” is given as complete, whereas repeated inquiry has 
led me to believe that in colloquial Arabic it is used merely in the 
imperative. 
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A few variations may be suggested in regard to nouns (p. 67): 

(§ 149) A more frequent form of sultdni is sultanlye. 

(§ 155) Two frequent forms of diminutive may be added: kteb = 
“little dog;” united = u little boy.” 

(§ 160) I have always heard the pronunciation yds u f y not ydsif. 

It should also be observed that sene — “year” has the regular mascu¬ 
line plural senin. 

(§ 161) Titles of foreign origin should be added to the list of irregular 
plurals; e. g ., bek, bakaicdt; ara , araxcdt. The word id = “ hand” has 
two plurals, deiydt and iyddi . 

I note also the following points in relation to terms expressing 
number: 

(§ 180) I have always heard the first a short, in the word wahad 
wahade . 

(§ 184) In compound ordinals the shorter form hddi is often used for 
ilhddi; e. g., hddi w-chamsin = “fifty-first.” 

(§ 185) The two parts of a fraction are expressed by the dual; 
$ = 8ub'&n, and not tn$n min sab'a. 

A few additions should be made to the observations upon prepositions 
(p. 83). For example, the use of ' ala ma and la might be given in the 
following connections: 

el-haqq 'atena = “ we are wrong.” 

el-haqq mahum = “they are right.” 

el-haqq mu§ ma , kum = ii you are not right.” 

lamin 'atena masdrif = u U) whom do we owe money?” 

qdddH masdri ilo 'atekf — “how much money do you owe him?” 

ilna 'atekum franktn — “ you owe us two francs.” 

I would remark, in connection with the chapter on adverbs and par¬ 
ticles (§ 196) that baqd or biqi is not only “at last” or “yet,” but is also 
used in entreaty; e. g ., iktib li baqd = “ write to me, please;” while, com¬ 
pounded with tnd, it has the sense of “ never.” 

There are certain useful rules which might with advantage have been 
added to the chapter on syntax. It is, for example, well to know that, 
contrary to classical usage, the verb is always plural when it follows upon 
two or more subjects, but that before collective nouns the masculine 
singular is used, whereas the masculine plural follows two subjects of 
which one is masculine, the other feminine. The examples given in 
(§ 201) would have been simplified by the explanation that, when two 
verbs belong to the same subject, both—contrary to literary usage— 
follow. To the remarks on the syntactical use of the conditional (§ 209) 
should be added the rule that, in conditional sentences introduced by isa 
or in = “ if,” the auxiliary verb kdm is not conjugated, but is directly 
connected with the preposition; e. g in kdnni — “if I were;” in kannak 
= “if thou wert.” 

We have double cause to welcome this little volume; not merely that 
of its practical utility to the increasing number of students visiting 
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Palestine, but also another, perhaps more widespread, that it is a valuable 
addition to the comparative study of Arabic dialects. 

I cannot but regret some lack of explanation in connection with the 
verbs. Although it may be said that a valuable supplement is to be 
found in the numerous paradigms and illustrations given, there are cases 
in which more precise rules would have added to the value of the gram¬ 
mar, the more perhaps because of the anomalous character of the dialect, 
and because attention is not called to its relation to the classical forms. 

The lexicon and reading matter will be of great service to the student 
of dialectical vocabulary and construction. 

Hans H. Spoer. 
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